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0.41, Commonuiralth of 11 assadlusetts
ORDERS AUTHORIZING STUDY
HOUSE	 - No. 5093 of 1972
(Redraft of Senate, No. 1134 of 1972)
1 Ordered, That a joint special committee, to consist of four
2 senators to be designated by the president of the senate and
3 eleven representatives to be appointed by the speaker of the
4 house of representatives, be established for the purpose of
5 studying (1) a new division of the Commonwealth into two
6 hundred and forty representative districts and (2) a new di-
7 vision of the Commonwealth into forty senatorial and eight
8 executive councillor districts, under the provisions of Article
9 XCII of the Amendments to the Constitution and in conform-
10 ity with the decisions of the federal and state courts.
11 The committee may expend for legal, clerical and other
12 necessary expenses such sums as may be appropriated there-
13 for, shall be provided with quarters in the state house and
14 shall be entitled to receive from the state secretary and munici-
15 pal election officials such data and information in their pos-
16 session as may be of assistance to the committee.
17 The committee may report to the general court from time
18 to time, by filing the same with the Clerk of the Senate, and
19 shall submit its final report hereunder not later than the
20 fourth Wednesday of December, nineteen hundred and seventy-
21 two with the drafts of such legislation as may be necessary
22 to comply with the provisions of The General Laws and of the
23 constitution in relation to the aforesaid matters.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, February 7, 1972.
The Senate, in concurrence, February 8, 1972.
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HOUSE	 No. 5172 of 1972
1 Ordered, That the membership of the special committee, au-
2 thorized to study a new division of the Commonwealth into
3 two hundred and forty representative districts, forty sena-
4 torial districts and eight councillor districts (House, No. 5093),
5 shall be increased by four members of the house of representa-
6 Lives and two members of the senate.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, February 23, 1972.
The Senate, in concurrence, February 23, 1972.
HOUSE	 No. 5265 of 1972
1 Ordered, That the special committee, authorized (under the
2 provisions of an order, see House, No. 5093) to study a new
3 division of the Commonwealth into two hundred and forty
4 representative districts, forty senatorial districts and eight
5 councillor districts, shall, in the course of its investigation
6 and study consider the subject matter of current house docu-
7 ment numbered 4838, providing for the redivision of certain
8 cities into wards by the general court.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, May 30, 1972.
The Senate, in concurrence, May 31, 1972.
SENATE	 No. 1486 of 1973
1 Ordered, That the time be extended until the fourth Wednes-
2 day of January, nineteen hundred and seventy-four, within
3 which the joint special committee established (under Joint
4 Order, see House, No. 5093 of 1972) to study a new division
5 of the Commonwealth into two hundred and forty representa
6 Live districts, forty senatorial districts and eight councillor
7 districts, shall file its final report.
Adopted by:
The Senate, January 3, 1973.
The House of Representatives, in concurrence,
January 4, 1973.
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HOUSE
	
No. 7644 of 1973
1 Ordered, That the time be further extended until the last
2 Wednesday of December, nineteen hundred and seventy-four,
3 within which the joint special committee established (under
4 the provisions of an order, see House, No. 5093 of 1972), and the
5 time for reporting extended (under the provisions of an order,
6 see Senate, No. 1486 of 1973) to study a new division of the
7 Commonwealth into two hundred and forty representative
8 districts, forty senatorial districts and eight councillor dis-
9 tricts, shall file its final report. Said committee shall also con-
10 sider, in the course of its study, subject-matter of the Legisla-
11 tive Research Council report titled Changing the Size of the
12 House of Representatives and the Census Basis of Legislative
13 Redistricting, (see current House document numbered 7020)
14 campaign financing practices, personal economic disclosure,
15 and any related matters, as may be necessary or desirable to
16 effect a possible transition from the present system of legisla-
17 tive redistricting prescribed by Article XCII of the Articles of
18 Amendment to the Constitution to the system of legislative
19 redistricting proposed in the legislative constitutional amend-
20 ment providing for a reduction in the number of state repre-
21 sentatives and for the redistricting of the General Court and
22 Executive Council on the basis of a mid-decade state decen-
23 nial census.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, October 16, 1973.
The Senate, in concurrence, October 17. 1973.
HOUSE	 No. 5955 of 1974
1 Ordered, That the time be further extended until the last
2 Wednesday of December, nineteen hundred and seventy-five,
3 within which the joint special committee established (under
4 the provisions of an order, see House, No. 5093 of 1972, and
5 the time for reporting extended (under the provisions of an
6 order, see House, No. 7644 of 1973) to study a new division
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7 of the Commonwealth into two hundred and forty representa-
8 tive districts, forty senatorial districts and eight councillor dis-
9 tricts, shall file its final report.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, May 9, 1974.
The Senate, in concurrence, May 13, 1974.
HOUSE	 No. 5325 of 1975
(AS AMENDED)
1 Ordered, That the special committees of the General Court
2 authorized to make investigations and studies relative to air
3 pollution (under the provisions of House Order, No. 4351 of
4 1967), relative to electronic data computers (under the pro-
5 visions of House Order, No. 4698 of 1967), relative to justice
6 administration (under the provisions of House Order, No. 5271
7 of 1970), relative to state land planning (under the provisions
8 of House Order, No. 5000 of 1971), relative to health benefits
9 (under the provisions of House Order, No. 5049 of 1971), rela-
10 tive to off track betting (under the provisions of House Order,
11 No. 5083 of 1971), relative to the Massachusetts criminal code
12 (under the provisions of Senate Order, No. 1399 of 1972), rel-
13 ative to redistricting (under the provisions of House Order,
14 No. 5093 of 1972), relative to welfare workfare (under the
15 provisions of House Order, No. 7151 of 1973), relative to re-
16 cital consideration of deeds (under the provisions of House
17 Order, No. 7241 of 1973), relative to economic development
18 (under the provisions of Senate Order, No. 1804 of 1974), rel-
19 ative to nonreturnable containers (under the provisions of
20 House Order, No. 5920 of 1974), and relative to surplus real
21 property (under the provisions of House Order, No. 6156 of
22 1974) are hereby revived and continued until the last Monday
23 of June, nineteen hundred and seventy-five; provided, how-
24 ever, that each special committee hereby continued which was
25 created prior to the nineteen hundred and seventy-four legis-
26 lative session shall file a status report by the last Wednesday
27 in April of nineteen hundred and seventy-five. Such report
28 shall include information as to the activities of such committee.
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29 Such report shall be filed with the Clerk of the House of Rep-
30 resentatives, and shall be available for public inspection.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, January 13, 1975.
The Senate, in concurrence, January 16, 1975.
HOUSE
	
No. 5690 of 1975
1 Ordered, That the special committee established (under the
2 provisions of House Order, No. 5093 of 1972 and most recently
3 revived and continued under the provisions of House Order,
4 No. 5325 of 1975) to make an investigation and study relative
5 to redistricting shall in the course of its investigation and study,
6 consider the subject matter of current house documents num-
7 bered 402, changing certain representative districts; and 403,
8 changing the designation of the First Franklin representative
9 district.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, May 20, 1975.
The Senate, in concurrence, May 22, 1975.
HOUSE	 No. 6393 of 1975
1 Ordered, That the special committees of the General Court
2 authorized to make investigations and studies relative to air
3 pollution (under the provisions of House Order, No. 4351 of
4 1967), relative to electronic data computers (under the pro-
5 visions of House Order, No. 4698 of 1967), relative to justice
6 administration (under the provisions of House Order, No. 5271
7 of 1970), relative to state land planning (under the provisions
8 of House Order, No. 5000 of 1971), relative to health benefits
9 (under the provisions of House Order, No. 5049 of 1971), rela-
10 tive to off track betting (under the provisions of House Order,
11 No. 5083 of 1971), relative to the Massachusetts criminal code
1977 I
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12 (under the provisions of Senate Order, No. 1399 of 1972), rela-
13 tine to redistricting (under the provisions of House Order, No.
14 5093 of 1972), relative to welfare workfare (under the pro-
15 visions of House Order, No. 7151 of 1973), relative to recital
16 consideration of deeds (under the provisions of House Order,
17 No. 7241 of 1973), relative to economic development (under
18 the provisions of Senate Order, No. 1804 of 1974), relative to
19 nonreturnable containers (under the provisions of House Or-
20 der, No. 6577 of 1974), and relative to the budget and physical
21 adequacy of the Eastern Norfolk District Court located in the
22 city of Quincy (under the provisions of House Order, No. 5905
23 of 1975) are hereby revived and continued until the last
24 Wednesday of January, nineteen hundred and seventy-six.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, June 24, 1975.
The Senate, in concurrence, June 30, 1975.
HOUSE	 No. 6601 of 1975
1 Ordered, That the time be further extended to the last
2 Wednesday of December, nineteen hundred and seventy-six
3 within which the joint special committee authorized (under
4 the provisions of an Order, see House, No. 5093 of 1972 and
5 most recently revived and continued under the provisions of an
6 Order, see House, No. 6393 of 1975) to make an investigation
7 and study relative to redistricting shall file its final report.
8 Said committee shall, in the course of its investigation and
9 study, consider the redivision of the Commonwealth into one
10 hundred and sixty representative districts, forty senatorial
11 districts, and eight executive councillor districts, under the pro-
12 visions of Article CI of the Articles of Amendment to the Con-
13 stitution.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, August 20, 1975.
The Senate, in concurrence, August 25, 1975.
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HOUSE	 No. 5011 of 1976
1 Ordered, That the time be further extended to the last
2 Wednesday of December, nineteen hundred and seventy-seven
3 within which the joint special committee authorized (under the
4 provisions of an order, see House, No. 5093 of 1972 and most
5 recently revived and continued under the provisions of an or-
6 der, see House, No. 6601 of 1975) to make an investigation
7 and study relative to redistricting shall file its final report.
8 Said committee shall, in the course of its investigation and
9 study, consider the redivision of the Commonwealth into one
10 hundred and sixty representative districts, forty senatorial
11 districts, and eight executive councillor districts, under the
12 provisions of Article CI of the Articles of Amendment to the
13 Constitution.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, May 25, 1976.
The Senate, in concurrence, May 26, 1976.
(Unnumbered Joint Order of January, 1977)
1 Ordered, That the joint special committee authorized (un-
2 der the provisions of House Order, No. 5093 of 1972 and the
3 time for filing its final report most recently extended by House
4 Order, No. 5011 of 1976) to make an investigation and study
5 relative to the redivision of the Commonwealth into one hun-
6 dred and sixty representative districts, forty senatorial dis-
7 tricts, and eight executive councillor districts, under the pro-
8 visions of Article CI of the Amendments to the Constitution,
9 be authorized to travel in the discharge of its official duties to
10 the town of Barnstable on January 13, to the city of Pittsfield
11 on January 20, to the city of Worcester on January 27, to the
12 city of Taunton on February 3, and to the city of Springfield
13 on February 10.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, January 12, 1977.
The Senate, in concurrence, January 12, 1977.
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Unnumbered Joint Order of April, 1977
1 Ordered, that, notwithstanding the provisions of House
2 order No. 5093 of 1972, the Joint special committee estab-
3 lished for the purpose of establishing a new division of the
4 Commonwealth into Representative districts, be authorized
5 to file its seventh interim report in the House of Representa-
6 tives and providing for the reference of said report to the
7 House committee on Rules.
Adopted by:
The House of Representatives, April 25, 1977.
The Senate, in concurrence, April 25, 1977.
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JOINT SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE
REDISTRICTING OF THE GENERAL COURT AND
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL
SEVENTH INTERIM REPORT
A PROPOSED PLAN FOR 160 STATE REPRESENTATIVE
DISTRICTS
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
Origin and Activities of Joint Special
Committee
Creation of Joint Special Committee in 1972
The Joint Special Committee on the Redistricting of the
General Court and Executive Council, hereinafter referred to
as the "Joint Special Committee," was established originally
in February of 1972 to recommend a new division of the Com-
monwealth into 240 representative, 40 senatorial and eight ex-
ecutive councillor districts in compliance with the "Quinn
Amendment" to the Massachusetts Constitution' which had
been ratified by the voters at the 1970 state biennial election.
That constitutional article changed the census basis of legis-
lative redistricting, and required the abolition of multi-mem-
ber representative districts in favor of single-member repre-
sentative districts only. Such single member districts had been
the rule for electing executive councillors since 1855, 2 and
for electing senators since 1857.3
Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XCII
2 mass. Const., Amend. Art. XVI
3 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XXII
1977]	 HOUSE — No. 5900 	 17
As originally constituted under the joint order, House, No.
50193 of 1972, the Joint Special Committee had a membership
of 15, including four senators named by the Senate President
and 11 representatives appointed by the Speaker of the House
of Representatives. A second joint order, adopted later in
February of 1972, raised the total authorized membership of
the Joint Special Committee to 21 through the addition of
two senators and four representatives (House, No. 5172 of
1972). The authorized membership of the Joint Special Com-
mittee has remained the same since that time, with a consid-
erable turnover of its membership due to death, resignation,
and voluntary and involuntary departures in the electoral
process.'
Legislative Redistricting Proposals of 1972-73
In its First Interim Report to the General Court in April
1972, the Joint Special Committee recommended legislation
relative to the revision of local precincts and wards in relation
to the state decennial census, state legislative redistricting, and
local compliance with the "one man, one vote" principle in the
election of local legislative bodies and executive boards (Senate,
No. 1396). Subsequently it was enacted with extensive changes
as Acts of 1972, c. 735, regulating the reporting of the 1971
state census data, and the revision of local wards and pre-
cincts, in preparation for the then-impending redivision of the
state into legislative sandexecutive councillor districts.
Thereafter, the Joint Special Committee's Second Interim
Report, submitted in April of 1973, proposed a plan of 240
single-member representative districts conforming with the
Quinn Amendment (Senate, No. 1604 of 1973). With changes,
this measure became Acts of 1973, c. 326, without too severe
1 Former members of the Joint Special Committee includes: (a) Senators
Philip A. Quinn of Worcester, Hampden and Hampshire, John D. Barrus
of Franklin and Hampshire, and Stanley J. Zarod of Hampden; and (b)
Representatives John A. Adams of Westfield, John S. Ames, 3rd., of
Easton, John J. Bowes of Barnstable, Daniel W. Carney of Boston, James
C. Conway of Malden, Donald R. Gaudette of New Bedford, Gary D.
Jones of Middleborough, Alexander Lolas of Monson, Paul M. Murphy
of Brockton, John J. Navin of Marlborough, Carl R. Ohlson of West
Bridgewater, William A. Pickett of Somerville, and Bernard Wilbur of
Commaquid.
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a political struggle, due to the success enjoyed by the Joint
Special Committee in its sensitive negotiations with state legis-
lators, local government officials, and community interests.
The Joint Special Committee was also aided by normal biennial
turnover of 30 to 40 House seats due to retirements and elec-
tion defeats in the 240-member House of Representatives, and
in the fact that the Quinn Amendment made no change in the
size of that body.
In contrast, an intensive, bitter struggle attended efforts to
devise an acceptable plan of senatorial and executive council-
lor districts, due to an extended controversy over efforts, event-
ually successful, to create a "Black" senatorial district in the
Roxbury-North Dorchester section of the City of Boston. A
plan of senatorial and executive councillor districts, proposed
in the Joint Special Committee's Third Interim Report (Senate,
No. 1658 of 1973), as later modified, failed of passage when
vetoed by the Governor on the grounds that it failed to create
such a "Black" senatorial district.' Thereafter, a revised plan
was submitted by the Joint Special Committee in its Fourth
Interim Report (Senate, No. 1782 of 1.973); an amended ver-
sion of this measure received Senate approval only to be re-
jected by the House of Representatives. The Joint Special
Committee returned with still another revised plan in its Fifth
Interim Report (Senate, No. 1828 of 1973). This bill, amended
to include the desired "Black" senatorial district, became Acts
of 1973, c. 663 in August of that year.
New Study Mandate of Joint Special Committee Re House Cut
Amendment
While these 1973 legislative redistricting activities were in
their later stages, still another round of legislative redistricting
struggles was presaged in the "second agreement" granted by
the Senate and the House of Representatives, sitting together
as a unicameral legislative constitutional convention, to the
"House Cut Amendment" on June 6, 1973 (House, No. 300).
Previously approved by such a legislative constitutional con-
vention on August 25, 1971, and thus headed for the 1974 state
biennial election ballot, that measure called for (a) the elim-
1 Veto message of Governor Francis W. Sargent in Senate, No. 1768 of 1973
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ination of 80 House seats, thus reducing the membership of
the House of Representatives from 240 to 160; (b) a change
in the state decennial census year from the year ending in
"1" back to the earlier practice of the year ending in "5" at
the mid-decade points; and (c) a new decennial redivision of
the Commonwealth into representative, senatorial, and execu-
tive councillor districts based on that census, in time for the
election in the year ending in "8" of legislators and executive
councillors to be seated in January of the year ending in "9".
As it was evident that the "House Cut Amendment" would
be approved by the electorate, the General Court adopted a
series of joint orders between October 16, 1973 and January
12, 1977, reprinted earlier in this report, which continued this
Joint Special Committee with a mandate to draft all legisla-
tion necessary to implement that constitutional amendment.
This new assignment was undertaken promptly in this Com-
mittee following voter approval by nearly a 4-1 margin at the
state biennial election on November 5, 1974. The Committee's
activities in this follow-up capacity are discussed in the fol-
lowing chapter of this report.
Pre-1972 History of Legislative
Redistricting in Massachusetts)
Early Background
Through the past three centuries, the General Court has un-
dergone many changes in its membership and the manner of
their election.
The nation's second oldest legislature, the original General
Court, authorized in 1628, was a large "town meeting" con-
sisting of the freemen of the sparsely-populated Massachusetts
Bay Colony who were able to gather in the Boston area. In
1643, that popular assembly was replaced by a unicameral rep-
resentative body whose members were chosen annually by the
freemen of their respective towns. A decade later, the Gov-
ernor's Assistants (Council), formerly a strictly executive
entity, were constituted as an "upper house" of the General
1 Source in part: Legislative Research Council, Changing the Size of the
House of Representatives and the Census Basis of Legislative Redistrict-
ing, House, No. 7020 of 1973, 403 pp.; at pp. 68-108.
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Court. With the advent of the American Revolution in 1775,
and the ratification by the voters of Massachusetts of the Con-
stitution of 1780, the Governor's Council lost its legislative
functions to become once again a wholly executive body, and in
its place the Senate was created as the "upper" branch of the
Legislature.
Prior to 1857, towns — and after 1821, cities — were the
territorial units on which representation in the House of Rep-
resentatives was based. Each town or city was allocated one
representative as a minimum, with more populous municipal-
ities being authorized to elect additional representatives ac-
cording to statutory (1692-1780) or constitutional (1780-1857)
formulae which varied from time to time. 1 Such additional
representation was computed in terms of numbers of legal
voters until 1840, when that standard was replaced by an "in-
habitant" (legally domiciled population) basis of representa-
tion.`' To aid in making these determinations, a state decen-
nial census was authorized by a constitutional amendment of
1836. 3 That amendment also empowered towns to combine
voluntarily in districts for electing representatives, thus allow-
ing such communities to pick up additional representation in
certain instances. Under these arrangements, the membership
of the House of Representatives fluctuated from a low of 131
members in 1782 to a high of 748 members in 1812.
The membership of the State Senate (40) has remained un-
changed since the adoption of the Constitution of 1780 which
created it. The original constitutional provision provided for
the apportionment of state senators to districts in proportion
to the public taxes paid by inhabitants thereof, no such dis-
trict to elect more than six senators. 4 In 1840, the Constitu-
tion was amended to base this senatorial apportionment in-
stead on inhabitants as enumerated by the state decennial
census.5
The Governor's Council or Executive Council went through
Mass. Const., Part II, c. I, s. III, Art. II (1780) ; Amend. Art. XII (1836).
2 mass. Const., Amend. Art. XIII (1840).
3 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XII (1836).
4 Mass. Const., Part II, c. I, s. II, Arts. I - II (1780)
5 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XIII (1840)
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many changes during the Colonial Era as British governments
modified the Colonial Charter. Under the Charter of 1628,
that body consisted of 18 "Assistants" elected annually in the
freemen of the Colony. When the Massachusetts Bay Colony,
Maine, the New Plymouth Colony, Nantucket, Martha's Vine-
yard, and certain adjacent territories were consolidated into
the Province of Massachusetts Bay in 1692, the "Assistants"
were replaced by a 28-member Governor's Council named an-
nually by the General Court (House of Representatives) with
gubernatorial consent, to serve both in an executive and legis-
lative capacity.
Reconstituted as the Executive Council, without legislative
powers, by the Constitution of 1780, that body was composed,
until 1841, of nine members of the Senate elected annually
to the Council by the members of the Senate and House of
Representatives sitting jointly.' From 1841 until 1855, the
two branches chose these Executive Council members from
the voters at large rather than from among the senators?
Thereafter, under a constitutional amendment of 1855, exec-
utive councillors have been elected directly by the voters from
single-member districts each of which is composed of five
contiguous state senatorial districts.3
Constitutional Changes of 1857-1970
In 1857, two constitutional amendments required the Senate
and the House of Representatives to be apportioned on the
basis of a mid-decade state decennial enumeration of "legal
voter" rather than inhabitants. The Senate, which remained
fixed at 40 members, was to be elected from single-member
districts defined by statute. The House of Representatives con-
sisted thereafter of 240 members chosen from one, two and
three member districts, drawn by county boards on the basis
of a statutory assignment of seats to each county, subject to
a prohibition against dividing any city ward or town in form-
ing a representative district. For the purpose of forming such
House districts, the exclave Norfolk County Town of Cohasset
1 Mass. Const., Part II, c. II, s. II, Art. II (1780)
2 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. X/// (1840)
3 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XVI (1855)
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was treated as part of Plymouth County. Furthermore, each
county was allocated at least one state representative.1
In 1930, these constitutional provisions were modified to
permit towns of more than 12,000 inhabitants to be partitioned
for the purpose of forming representative districts.2
In the meantime, biennial terms were established for state
legislators, executive councillors, and state constitutional
officers by a 1918 constitutional amendment, effective for the
1920 state elections.' And successive constitutional amend-
ments of 1891-1972 broadened the franchise, and, hence, the
number of legal voters, by the removal of property, poll tax
and sex qualifications for voting, and by reducing the mini-
mum age for voting from 21 to 18 years. The electorate was
further expanded by federal court opinions which invalidated,
or reduced the scope, of residency and literacy requirements
added to the Massachusetts Constitution during the Nineteenth
Century.
Legislative Redistricting Experience Under 1857
Constitutional Provisions
Redistricting Experience Prior to 1955 State Decennial
Census. In 1857, and in 1866 and every tenth year thereafter
through 1926, the General Court complied promptly with the
constitutional mandate that the Commonwealth be redivided
into new representative, senatorial and executive councillor
districts at the first session of the General Court immediately
following the submission of the State Secretary's report of the
mid-decade state decennial census enumeration of legal
voters.4
Although a constitutional amendment of 1930 5 revising state
census and certain procedural aspects of the 1857 constitu-
tional provisions continued the requirement that all redistrict-
1 Mass. Const., Amend. Arts. XXI (1857) and XXII (1857).
2 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. LXXI (1930).
3 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. LXIV (1918). This article was revised by
Amend. Art. LXXXII (1964) to provide for four-year terms for the con-
stitutional officers (governor, lieutenant-governor, state secretary, state
treasurer, attorney-general, and state auditor).
4 Mass. Const., Amend. Arts. XXI (1857) and XXII (1857).
5 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. LXXI (1930).
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ing legislation be enacted in the session of the General Court
immediately following the filing of the state decennial census
report, the laws creating new legislative and executive council-
lor districts were not passed until 1939. A lesser delay ensued
following the 1945 state decennial census, when representative
districts were redrawn under a 1947 statute, and senatorial and
executive councillor districts were revised the following year
(1948).
The speed with which the General Court complied
with the constitutionality-prescribed redistricting time
schedule prior to World War II has been attributed
to the discipline of the Republican majorities which
dominated both branches of the General Court until
the 1948 state biennial election, and to GOP occu-
pancy of the governship in every year in which re-
districting legislation was enacted. In this connection,
it is to be noted that the redistricting tasks which
should have been done in 1936 and 1946 were deferred
until the Democratic governors then incumbent had been
replaced by Republican successors.
As these Republican majorities eroded in the 1930's and
1940's, and as urbanization and social change increased the
proportion of legislators who reported their duties as "full
time" or nearly so, legislative redistricting became more diffi-
cult to achieve on time, as partisan, factional and political
personality conflicts intensified. The 1948 state biennial elec-
tion returned a Senate evenly divided between the two major
parties, and a Democratic majority to the House of Representa-
tives. After regaining control of the Senate in the 1950 state
biennial election, the Republicans lost it again in 1958, placing
that body under Democratic domination which has lasted since
January 1959. Similarly, after a brief return to control of the
House of Representatives in the 1952 state biennial election,
the Republicans were superseded by a Democratic majority at
the 1954 state biennial election, which has remained unshaken
since that time.
Tardy Redistrictings Based on 1955 State Decennial Census.
An immediate consequence of these developments was an ex-
tended delay in redistricting the Commonwealth on the basis of
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the 1955 state decennial census of legal voters. Legislation
creating new senatorial and executive councillor districts was
delayed until 1960 (c. 432). Even tardier was the reapportion-
ment of the House of Representatives, which made no move to
meet its constitutional obligations on that score until the then
existing plan of House districts, based on the 1945 state decen-
nial census of legal voters, was invalidated by the Superior
Court on the grounds of violations of the Equal Franchise
Clauses and the decennial redistricting mandates' of the Massa-
chusetts Constitution, and the Equal Protection of the Laws
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of the Federal Constitu-
tion."' That Superior Court finding, which was not repealed, fol-
lowed in the wake of the landmark decision of the United
States Supreme Court in the Tennessee case of Baker v. Carr in
1962, 4 which instituted a long series of opinions by that Court
holding that the Equal Protection of the Laws Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment mandates timely "one man, one vote"
periodic reapportionment of state legislatures and local repre-
sentative bodies. Accordingly, the 1963 General Court enacted
the required legislation apportioning representatives to (a) the
12 mainland counties in proportion to their numbers of legal
voters as enumerated in the 1955 state decennial census, and
(b) to the two insular counties of Dukes County and Nantucket
at the rate of one representative each; that statute provided for
the division of the mainland counties into one-member, two
member and three-member representative districts by guberna-
torially-appointed county apportionment boards (c. 666).
Redistricting Struggles of 1967-70. With the reporting of
the 1965 state decennial census of legal voters and inhabitants,
a new division of 	 the Commonwealth into representative,
senatorial and executive councillor districts became necessary.
Accordingly, a joint special committee was established in April
of 1967 to propose the necessary legislation.' Its work was
1 Mass. Const., Part I, Art. IX.
2 Mass. Const., Amend Art. XXI (1857) as revised by Amend. Art. LXXI
(1930).
3 Fishman v. Secretary of the Commonwealth, Superior Court, Suffolk
County, Case No. 555329 (1962-63).
4 369 U.S. 186 (1962).
3 House, No. 4397 of 1967.
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given added urgency by a challenge to the existing legislative
districts, filed in the Federal District Court in Boston.'
Subsequently, that committee proposed an act apportioning
representatives to the various counties along the lines of the
1963 law described above, with two changes. First, in the
mainland counties, the task of dividing each county into repre-
sentative districts was assigned to the board of county com-
missioners in each county other than Suffolk County, where
that duty fell upon an apportionment commission which had
been elected by the county electorate in 1964. Secondly, after
reviewing "one man, one vote" decisions of the federal courts
in regard to other states, the joint special committee concluded
that the legal voter criterion of legislative redistricting there-
tofore used in Massachusetts was now violative of the Four-
teenth Amendment because of distortions that criterion would
produce in the allocation of House seats to counties with
large number of urban poor having a low percentage of voter
registration. Hence, the apportionment of representatives pro-
posed in the committee bill was based on the number of "in-
habitants" (legally domiciled residents) enumerated in the 1965
state decennial census rather than on that census's count of
legal voters.
After those committee conclusions were upheld by an ad-
visory opinion of the Supreme Judicial Court`' requested by the
Senate, the committee measure was enacted in amended form
in December of 1967 (c. 877). In 1968, this House reapportion-
ment plan was challenged in the Supreme Judicial Court on
the grounds that it violated "one man, one vote" standards by
awarding one representative apiece to the two island counties,
despite their very small populations. However, that Court
upheld such distinctive insular county representation as based
on "legitimate considerations to . . . a rational state policy"
which recognized the isolation of the island counties from the
mainland, their long history of distinctive representation in
the House, and the negligible impact of this insular over-
representation in the large 240 member House so far as the
1 Dinis v. Volpe, Civil Action No. 67-534 M (1967), rejected on technical
grounds in 1968.
2 Opinion of the Justice, 353 Mass. 790 (1967).
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voting and representational rights of mainlanders were con-
cerned.'
The enactment of legislation establishing new senatorial and
executive councillor districts based on the 1965 state decennial
census of inhabitants was impeded by an intensive partisan
struggle between Democratic majorities in the General Court,
on the one hand, and two successive Republican governors on
the other, aided by Democratic dissidents. Thrice, plans of
senatorial and executive councillor districts proposed by joint
special committees of the General Court were vetoed success-
fully by Governor John. A. Volpe and his successor Governor
Francis W. Sargent between 1967 and 1970, on the grounds of
unfairness to Republicans, a failure to provide for a "Black"
senatorial district in Boston, and "excessive" division of cer-
tain cities. 2 The partisan conflict intensified when the Supreme
Judicial Court invalidated the existing senatorial districts
in June of 1970 on "one man, one vote" grounds and forbade
their use in the upcoming 1970 state biennial election. 3 Faced
with the prospect of judicially-drawn senatorial and executive
councillor districts, the General Court passed over the Gov-
ernor's veto a fourth plan of such districts4 after rejecting
alternatives proposed by the Governor and the Senate Rules
Committee. 5 The resulting 1970 statute made no provision for
a "Black" Boston senatorial district (c. 498).
Quinn Amendment of 1970
As a consequence of problems experienced with legislative
redistricting under the constitutional provisions of 1859 and
1930, legislative constitutional conventions of 1968 and 1969
proposed, and the voters of Massachusetts in 1970 ratified,
Amendment Article XCII of the Constitution, popularly called
the "Quinn Amendment" after its author, former House
Speaker and Attorney-General Robert H. Quinn of Boston.
That article provided for single-member districts for the
1 Vigneault v. Secretary of the Commonwealth, 354 Mass. 362 (1968).
2 Senate, Nos. 1558 of 1967, 877 of 1968 and 1295 of 1970, as changed.
3 Walsh v. Secretary of State, 357 Mass. 556 (1970).
4 Senate, No. 1484 of 1970.
5 Senate, Nos. 1487, 1488 and 1491 of 1970.
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election of legislators and executive councillors on the following
basis:
A state census of the number of inhabitants in each
local ward and precinct was required in 1971 and every
tenth year thereafter. This census was to serve as a basis
for the decennial establishment of new legislative and
executive councillor districts. Transitionally, the present
House districts, established in 1967 (c. 877), continued in
force until the 1974 state election, at which time legislators
and executive councillors were to be chosen on the basis of
new districts to take their seats in January of 1975.
At its first regular session in the year after the
decennial census of inhabitants is taken — that is, in the
year ending in "2" — the General Court was required to
divide the Commonwealth into (a) 240 single-member repre-
sentative districts, (b) 40 single-member senatorial districts,
and (c) eight single-member executive councillor districts.
These new districts were to govern the election in the year
ending in "4" of legislators and executive councillors to be
seated commencing in January of the year ending in "5".
Each of the 240 House districts was to contain "as
nearly as may be" an equal number of inhabitants, except
that Dukes County and Nantucket County each continued
to elect a representative notwithstanding their small popula-
tions. Each House district was to consist of contiguous
territory, without dividing any town of fewer than 6,000
inhabitants among such districts. Insofar as possible, House
districts were to be established without uniting in one dis-
trict (a) two counties or parts of two or more counties, (b)
two towns or parts of two or more towns, (c) two cities or
parts of two or more cities, (d) a city and a town, or (e)
parts of cities and towns.
Similarly, each of the 40 senatorial districts were to
contain "as nearly as may be" an equal number of inhabi-
tants, and be formed of contiguous territory, without uniting
insofar as possible, two or more counties or parts of two
or more counties in a single district. All towns and city
wards could be divided along their precinct lines in the
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formation of Senate districts. Each Executive Council dis-
trict continued to consist of five contiguous senatorial dis-
tricts.
(5) The constitutionality of any plan of legislative and
executive councillor districts could be challenged in the state
courts, within such time limitations as the General Court
fixed by statute.
The Quinn Amendment made no change in the longstanding
minimum residence qualifications prescribed by the Constitu-
tion for one's election to the House of Representatives (one
year), 1 State Senate (five years),2 or Executive Council (five
years) .3
The Quinn Amendment was the constitutional foundation for
the present representative, senatorial and executive councillor
districts formed by 1973 statutes based on recommendations
of this present Joint Special Committee as described earlier in
this chapter.
The House Cut Amendment of 1974
Background
Amendment Article CI of the Massachusetts Constitution,
popularly called the "House Cut Amendment," had its origin
in an initiative petition for a constitutional amendment filed
in 1967 by the Committee for a Modern Legislature, under the
provisions of the Initiative and Referendum ("I & R") Amend-
ment to the Constitution."' That petition, supported by the
Massachusetts League of Women Voters and others, 	 and
signed by more than 150,000 legal voters, proposed (a) re-
placement of the 240-member House of Representatives by a
160-member body, (b) no change in the membership of the
Senate and Executive Council, (c) single-member districts for
all three of these bodies based on an enumeration of legal
1 Mass. Const., Part II, c. I, s. III, Art. III (1780), as superseded by Amend.
Arts. XXI (1857), LXXI (1930) and XCII (1970).
2 Mass. Const., Part II, c. I, s. II, Art. V (1780), as superseded by Amend.
Arts. XXII (1857), LXXI (1930) and XCII (1970).
3 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XVI (1855).
4 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XLVIII (1918) as revised by Amend. Arts.
LXVIII (1922), LXXIV (1944) and LXXXI (1950).
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voters in the federal decennial census year ending in "0", and
(d) transfer of the redistricting function from the General
Court to a 15-member redistricting commission.
Under the terms of the "I & R Amendment," such a con-
stitutional proposal may reach the ballot of a state biennial
election only if it receives the affirmative votes of at least
25% of all the members elected to the General Court sitting
in joint session in two successive legislative constitutional
conventions separated by an intervening state biennial elec-
tion.' Thus, in a 280-member General Court of 240 repre-
sentatives and 40 senators, a minimum "yes" vote of 70 was
necessary. At such a legislative constitutional convention held
on June 5, 1968, the initiative measure received that minimum
approval (85 yeas vs. 166 nays, 24 members not voting), 2 not-
withstanding an adverse recommendation by the Joint Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. However, by a one-vote margin, the
initiative proposal was denied passage in a legislative consti-
tutional convention of the next General Court, held on Febru-
ary 25, 1970, following an adverse recommendation by the
Committees on Rules of the two branches (69 yeas vs. 191
nays, 16 members not voting). 3 Agitation for a reduction in
the size of House of Representatives continued thereafter, how-
ever.
In 1971, a modified version of the foregoing initiative bill
was introduced as an ordinary legislative constitutional amend-
ment proposed by Senators David H. Locke of Middlesex and
Representative Gilbert H. Cox of Needham. 4
 Although adverse-
ly reported by the Joint Committee on the Judiciary, this new
House Cut proposal was agreed to, in extensively amended
form, by legislative constitutional conventions held on August
25, 1971 (177 yeas vs. 65 nays, 35 members not voting) 5 and
on June 6, 1973 (166 yeas vs. 093 nays, 21 members not
voting). 6
 Legislative approval was stimulated by the endorse-
1 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XLVIII, Part IV, ss. 4-5 (1918).
2 House, No. 3766 of 1968.
3 House, No. 300 of 1969, reprinted as Senate, No. 1255 of 1970.
4 Senate, No. 651 of 1971.
5 Senate, No. 1553 of 1971.
6 House, No. 300 of 1973.
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ment given to the House cut idea in non-binding public opinion
referenda held in 19 representative districts in the 1970 state
biennial election, by such election results in one senatorial
district and 60 representative districts in the 1972 	 state
biennial election, and by the belief that a new initiative peti-
tion drive would be mounted if the General Court again re-
fused to approve a House cut measure.
Submitted to the Massachusetts electorate at the 1974 state
biennial election, the House Cut Amendment prevailed in all
14 counties as indicated in the following Table 1, by a vote of
1,128,315 to 302,008:
Table 1, Vote Approving House Cut Amendment
at 1974 State Biennial Election (Ballot Question No. 2)
County Yes No Blanks Total
Barnstable 34,365 6,385 7,792 48,542
Berkshire 28,158 7,787 13,789 49,734
Bristol 81,316 24,220 41,234 146,770
Dukes 1,595 1,224 883 3,702
Essex 136,549 35,942 53,855 226,346
Franklin 10,976 6,957 3,988 21,921
Hampden 73,508 22,854 36,095 132,457
Hampshire 24,240 8,207 8,184 40,631
Middlesex 303,173 70,155 105,035 478,363
Nantucket 613 573 296 1,482
Norfolk 152,310 33,619 44,006 229,935
Plymouth 77,439 18,050 21,791 117,280
Suffolk 73,947 36,962 76,133 187,042
Worcester 130,126 29,073 53,017 212,216
Totals 1,128,315 302,008 466,098 1,896,421
Source: Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of the State Secre-
tary, Election Statistics-1974, Public Doc. No. 43, Boston, Mass..
1975. 560 pp.; at p. 512.
Provisions of House Cut Amendment
The House Cut Amendment of 1974, which is reprinted in
full in Appendix C hereof, and which is to take effect beginning
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with the state primary and the state biennial election of
1978 —
Reduces the size of the House of Representatives to
160 members, to be elected from single-member districts of
contiguous territory;
Eliminates past constitutional guarantees of distinc-
tive representation in the House for the island counties re-
gardless of their small population sizes (in the legislative
constitutional convention of 1971, efforts to continue such
a guarantee were rejected) ;
Retains the 40-member Senate and eight-member
Executive (Governor's) Council which will continue to be
elected on a single-member district basis of contiguous ter-
ritory, with no change in the constitutional requirement
that each executive councillor district be formed from five
contiguous senatorial districts;
Provides that the above districts in each such body
contain as nearly as may be, equal numbers of inhabitants,
as determined by a state decennial census conducted in
1975 and every tenth year thereafter;
Retains in the General Court the function of estab-
lishing new legislative and executive councillor districts
decennially by statute, subject to judicial review by the
Supreme Judicial Court upon a complaint filed by any voter
of the Commonwealth;
Requires new legislative and executive councillor dis-
tricts to be established in time for the election to be held in
the year ending in the number "8", for the election of legis-
lators and executive councillors to be seated in the year
ending in the number "9" (the 240 representative, 40 sena-
torial and eight executive councillor districts established
pursuant to the Quinn Amendment will be superseded by the
districts mandated for the 1978 state biennial election);
(7) Allows towns having 2,500 or more inhabitants to be
divided in forming legislative and executive councillor dis-
tricts (in contrast with present constitutional prohibitions
against so dividing towns of fewer than 6,000 inhabitants) ;
and
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(8) Retains the present constitutional requirement that
candidates for election as state representative must have
resided in their district, for at least one year, and candi-
dates for election as senator or executive councillor must
have lived in the state for at least five years, preceding their
election.
The House Cut Amendment provides that senatorial and
representative districts shall be formed, "as nearly as may
be," without uniting two counties or parts of two counties.
Similarly, it mandates that in creating representative dis-
tricts, the General Court shall do so "as nearly as may be"
without joining a city and a town, two cities, two or more
towns, or parts of these municipalities.
However, these provisions of the House Cut Amendment,
continuing earlier constitutional policies in respect to
	 pre-
serving the integrity of political subdivisions, are subject to
state and federal constitutional "one man, one vote"
	 con-
straints. Any resulting deviations from the ideal ratio of
population per legislator may not be "excessive" in the context
of the redistricting plan as a whole, and that they must be
supported by evidence showing them to be part of a good
faith, reasonable and rational scheme of districts drawn in
compliance with constitutional requirements to serve legiti-
mate state objectives.'
1 Attorney-General v. Suffolk County Apportionment Commissioners, 224
Mass. 598 (1946) ; McGlue v. Essex County Apportionment Commissioners,
225 Mass. 59 (1946) ; Attorney-General v. Secretary of the Common-
wealth, 306 Mass. 25 (1940) ; Opinion of the Justices, 353 Mass. 790 (1967) ;
Vigneault v. Secretary of State, 354 Mass. 362 (1968) ; Reynolds v. Sims,
377 U. S. 533 (1964); WMCA v. Lomenzo, U. S. 633 (1964) ; Maryland Com-
mittee for Fair Representation v. Tawes, 377 U. S. 656 (1964) ; Davis v.
Mann, 377 U. S. 678 (1964); Roman v. Sincock, 377 U. S. 695 (1964) ; Lucas
v. Colorado General Assembly, 377 U. S. 713 (1964) ; Burns v. Richardson,
384 U. S. 73 (1966); Kilgarlin v. Hill, 386 U. S. 120 (1967) ; and Mahan v.
Howell, 410 U. S. 315 (1973).
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CHAPTER II.
1975 STATE DECENNIAL CENSUS
AND REVISION OF WARDS AND PRECINCTS
Planning for 1975 State Decennial Census
Activity of Joint Special Committee
With voter ratification of the House Cut Amendment on
November 5, 1974, prompt action was taken by the Joint Special
Committee and the Department of the State Secretary to
develop at an early date the legislation which would be neces-
sary to launch the state decennial census of 1975 which was
to govern the ensuing redivision of the Commonwealth into
new legislative and executive councillor districts. Of immedi-
ate concern were two major tasks.
Firstly, as local wards and precincts were to be the areas
for reporting the census, and local precincts were to be the
"building blocks," together with whole towns of fewer than
2,500 inhabitants, for forming legislative districts, appropriate
steps had to be taken to assure a division of "precinctless"
(i.e., one-precinct) towns into precincts, and to bring about,
where necessary, a realignment of precincts and wards of
larger municipalities already having the same. Where precincts
in towns, and wards in cities, also functioned as representa-
tional units for the "area" election of members of local legis-
lative bodies or administrative boards, such precincts and
wards had to be brought into line with "one-man, one vote"
standards of the state and federal constitutions, to avoid
future litigation which might "boomerang" against state legis-
lative districts formed from malapportioned local precincts.
Secondly, the existing statutes on the state decennial census
had to be revised to reflect the return to the mid-decade year
ending in the number "5" as the state census year, and to pro-
vide for the more efficient and accurate execution of that
census. The Joint Special Committee, the Department of the
State Secretary and local election officials were anxious to
avoid a recurrence of certain problems which had plagued the
1971 state census required by the Quinn Amendment. To this
end, the administrative and procedural machinery of the state
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decennial census had to be reviewed, and appropriate reforms
instituted.
Accordingly, Representative George Keverian, House Chair-
man of the Joint Special Committee, entered into discussions
as to these matters with the then-retiring Secretary of the
Commonwealth, the Hon. John F. X. Davoren, and with the
Secretary-elect, the Hon. Paul H. Guzzi, and their staffs, in
December of 1974. At the Chairman's request, the Legislative
Research Bureau staff surveyed the problem areas in regard
to ward and precinct revision, and the state census, and pre-
pared working memoranda and bill drafts for use in these
discussions. Other active participants in these meetings in-
cluded members of the staff of the Joint Committee on Elec-
tion Laws, and representatives of the State Department of
Education, the Boston Election Commission and the City and
Town Clerks' Associations.
In consequence of these deliberations, the House Chairman
of the Joint Special Committee filed two bills, namely (a)
House, No. 4420 of 1975, which, in revised form, became the
State Census Act of 1975 (c. 10) discussed later in this chap-
ter, and (b) House, No. 5643 of 1975, providing a 25c per
enumerated inhabitant state subsidy to cities and towns for
their census costs, which became Acts of 1975, c. 365.
Increased State Supervision of State Decennial Census
The basic policy decision of the Joint Special Committee,
the General Court and the Department of the State Secretary,
was to continue the past practice whereby the state decennial
census is taken by the board of selectmen of each town, the
city manager of each council-manager city, and the mayor of
each mayor-council city, or their designated agents, 1 and re-
ported by them to the Census Division of the Department of
the State Secretary, which is required to check local census
figures for their accuracy, arrange for any obviously neces-
sary corrections, and then compile all local counts into a state
decennial census report for submission by the Secretary to the
General Court.2
1 Usually, the Town Clerk, City Clerk, or City or Town Election Commis
sion, often aided by the local Police Department.
2 G.L., c. 9, s. 7.
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However, it was decided to provide for the training of local
census personnel, and a much closer state monitoring of the
way localities enumerated their inhabitants, to avoid a repeti-
tion of the errors which occurred in some cities and towns
during the. 1971 state census.
The Hon. Paul H. Guzzi, Secretary of the Commonwealth,
created a Census Adivsory Committee in February 1975 to
assist in these monitoring tasks, and to make policy recom-
mendations designed to improve census procedures as the
1975 state decennial census progressed. A retired managerial
official of the United States Census Bureau was retained as a
consultant to assist in the planning of the census, the pro-
gramming of training, and the supervision and auditing of the
census. Each municipality was required to appoint a municipal
census superior to direct local census-taking,' under state
oversight. The State Census Manual was revised, and regional
training classes were held for local census personnel. The regu-
lar staff of the Department was supplemented by CETA em-
ployees in these efforts. Throughout this process, the Depart-
ment of the State Secretary maintained a close liaison with
the Joint Special Committee as to all aspects of the 1975 state
decennial census.
Inhabitant Basis of State Decennial Census
State Constitutional Provisions
Under the House Cut Amendment, Massachusetts will con-
tinue to apportion its legislative and executive councillor dis-
tricts on the basis of their numbers of "inhabitants," except
that the two island counties will no longer have a guaranteed
minimum representation of one seat apiece in the House.
Under the new constitutional dispensation, each representa-
tive, senatorial and executive councillor district is a single-
member district which must contain, in relation to its particu-
lar chamber, "an equal number of inhabitants, as nearly as
may be."
For these purposes, the state is required to conduct a state
1 Ibid.
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decennial census of its "inhabitants" in 1975 and every tenth
year thereafter, enumerating the "inhabitants" residing in
each city and town, by city ward and by city and town pre-
cinct. The House Cut Amendment, like its predecessors, leaves
to the General Court the authority to detemine how that state
decennial census is to be conducted, what the "census day"
shall be, and all related details. In contrast with the Quinn
Amendment, which prohibited the division of towns of fewer
than 6,000 inhabitants in forming representative districts, the
House Cut Amendment bars only the partitioning for that
purpose of towns of fewer than 2,500 inhabitants. Neither the
Quinn Amendment nor the House Cut Amendment impose
such an "inhabitant" floor on the division of towns in the
forming of senatorial districts.
In keeping with these constitutional mandates, the State
Census Act of 1975 directed the 351 cities and towns to
enumerate their "inhabitants" according to their respective
places of residence on the "state decennial census day" of
March 1, 1975. In state decennial censuses in later years, that
statutory date will revert to the traditional first day of Janu-
ary.'
State Definitions of "Inhabitant"
The state and federal governments follow different defini-
tions in determining who shall be enumerated as an "inhabi-
tant" or "resident" of a particular place for the purposes of
their respective decennial censuses.
Since 1780, the Massachusetts Constitution has stated
that .
. . . . to remove all doubts concerning the meaning of the
word "inhabitant" in this constitution, every person
shall be considered as an inhabitant, for the purpose of
electing and being elected into any office, or place within
this state, in that town, district or plantation where he
1 G.L., c. 9, s. 7 as amended by Acts of 1975, c. 10, s. 1.
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dwelleth, or hath his home.'
The Supreme Judicial Court has declared that the terms
"inhabitant" and "resident" are equivalent, indicating the
place of one's home or dwelling according to the Common Law
Doctrine of Domicile; and that so far as the State Constitu-
tion is concerned, these terms include all persons so domiciled
in Massachusetts whether or not they are citizens. 2 State law
defines a "citizen" of the Commonwealth to be a person who
is a citizen of the United States domiciled in Massachusetts.3
Inhabitancy is essential to establish such state and local
citizenship, which in turn is required to exercise the franchise
and to be elected to office under the Massachusetts Constitu-
tion.`' Thus, by statute, the term "inhabitant" has been defined
to mean "a resident in any city or town" of the Common-
wealth.'
Under the Massachusetts Constitution, the question of "in-
habitancy" also involves the intent of the adult individual as
to his place of domicile, and as to the place of domicile of
minors under 18 years of age who are his children or wards.
A person may have only one domicile at a time for the same
purpose. As to the place he selects, he need only show "natural
residence" there and an intent to remain in it permanently or
for an indefinite time without any certain purpose to return
to a former place of abode. Involuntary absence does not of
itself affect one's domicile.'
Federal Definition of "Inhabitant"
In contrast to these complex Massachusetts standards, the
I mass. Const., Part II, c. I, s. II, Art. II (1780).
2 Blanchard v. Stearns, 46 Mass. 298 (1842); Opinions of the Justices, 122
Mass. 594 (1877).
3 G.L., c. 1, s. 1.
4 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. III (1820) as amended by Amend. Arts. Lill
(1918), LVII (1918), LXIX (1924), XCIII (1970), XCIV (1970), XCV (1972),
and C (1972) ; Holmes v. Greene, 73 Mass. 299 (1856) ; Opinions of the Jus-
tices, 122 Mass. 594 (1877) ; Hershkoff v. Beard of Registrar of Voter of
Worcester, 1974 Mass. Adv. Sh. 2427.
5 G.L., c. 4, s. 7.
6 Couture v. Commonwealth, 338 Mass. 31 (1958) ; In re Troy, 364 Mass.
15 (1973) ; Hershkoff v. Board of Registrar of Voters of Worcester, 1974
Mass. Adv. Sh. 2427.
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United States Census Bureau simply counts each person as an
inhabitant at his "usual place of residence," which is con-
strued to mean the place where he was living or sleeping most
of the time as of the federal census day of April 1st. In a
community's population the Bureau also counts (a) all persons
found there who have no "usual residence" elsewhere, (b)
armed forces personnel and their families stationed there re-
gardless of legal domicile, (c) members of crews of naval
vessels which may have that community as their assigned
"home port," and (d) inmates or patients in institutions situ-
ated in the community, exclusive of short-term hospital
patients. Thus, an individual "residence" for federal census
purposes is not necessarily identical to his legal residence,
voting residence or legal domicile.
Accordingly, the Supreme Judicial Court ruled in 1974 that
the General Court may not authorize use of the federal census
rules of residence in the taking of the Massachusetts state
decennial census, because those rules consciously ignore the
concept of domicile.' Subsequently, on May 26, 1976, the
General Court, sitting as a legislative constitutional conven-
tion, agreed for a first time to a proposed constitutional
amendment allowing the federal rules of residence to be used
for the purpose of enumerating "inhabitants" by the state
decennial census. 2 Taken from the files as current Senate,
No. 1455, and awaiting consideration by a legislative constitu-
tional convention of the 1977 General Court, this measure will
be submitted to the voters for ratification at the 1978 state
biennial election, if again agreed to by such convention.
Local Precinct and Ward Revision in 1975-77
Requirements of State Census Act of 1975
To facilitate the taking of the 1975 and subsequent state
decennial census, local compliance with "one man, one vote"
standards in the election of local bodies, and the formation of
state legislative districts using city and town precincts, and
whole small towns, as "building blocks," the State Census Act
1 Opinions of the Justices, 365 Mass. 661 (1974).
2 House, No. 1538 of 1976, as amended.
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of 1975 (c. 10) rewrote provisions of the State Election Law
which had been revised earlier by the State Census Act of
1972 (c. 735) enacted to implement the Quinn Amendment.
This 1975 law authorized, but did not require, any city coun-
cil to redivide its city into new precincts, and into new wards
containing as nearly as may be equal numbers of inhabitants,
on or before June 15, 1975. 1 Like optional authority was
granted to the boards of selectmen of towns to revise their
town precincts, or to create town precincts if none existed be-
fore; however, that action by a town's selectmen in 1975 was
mandatory (a) if ordered by their town meeting, or (b) if the
town contained 6,000 or more inhabitants and had no pre-
cincts. 2 No city precinct, and no precinct in a town of 6,000
or more inhabitants, may be so established with a population
in excess of 4,000 inhabitants; and all precincts are required
to consist of compact and contiguous territory. 3 If any town of
6,000 or more inhabitants and no precincts failed to divide into
precincts as required by the foregoing deadline, that division
was to be made by the Local Election District Review Commis-
sion in the Department of the State Secretary. 4 To accom-
modate cities and towns which desired more time for these
purposes, the deadline for local adoption of a new plan of pre-
cincts or wards was extended from June 15, 1975 to August
15, 1975.5
Cities and towns adopting new plans of precincts and wards
are required to file the same with the State Secretary for
examination and approval by the Local Election District Re-
view Commission, which judges the compliance of such plans
with constitutional and statutory standards, and arranges with
local authorities for appropriate corrections of any defects.6
In 1985 and every tenth year thereafter, the decennial di-
vision of towns of 6,000 or more inhabitants into population-
equalized precincts whether or not they already have precincts,
1 G.L. c. 54, s. 1.
2 G.L. c. 54, s. 6.
3 G.L. c. 54, ss. 2 and 6.
4 G.L. c. 54, s. 6.
5 Acts of 1975, s. 402.
6 G.L. c. 54, ss. 1 and 6.
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and the division of cities into precincts and population-equalized
wards, will be mandatory and not optional.' Cities and towns
remain subject to the jurisdiction of the courts in respect to
any present or future failure on their part to comply with
"one man, one vote" standards in the formation of their
precincts, wards or other local election districts.
As noted earlier, the House Cut Amendment makes indivi-
sible between state representative districts those towns which
have fewer than 2,500 inhabitants, in contrast with the in-
divisibility of towns of under 6,000 inhabitants under the Quinn
Amendment. Hence, there is a constitutional suggestion, but
not a mandate, as to the desirability of a 2,500-inhabitant ceil-
ing on the size of precincts. However, as there is less need to
"chop the parsley fine" in forming precincts for use in dividing
the Commonwealth into 160 state representative districts than
240, it appeared unnecessary to reduce the present 4,000-in-
habitant ceiling as precinct sizes, or to consider the division
of towns of fewer than 6,000 inhabitants among state legisla-
tive districts.
Action Taken Under State Census Act of 1975
Acting under the authority of the State Census Act of 1975
(as extended by Acts of 1975, c. 405), the following 33 cities
(capitalized) and towns voluntarily submitted new plans of
city wards and precincts, or town precincts, as the case was,
to the Local Election District Commission, which approved
the same with any necessary changes:
Acton	 Framingham	 Northborough
Adams	 Franklin	 PEABODY
Amesbury	 Greenfield	 Sandwich
Amherst	 Harwich	 Sudbury
Andover	 HAVERHILL	 Swampscott
Auburn	 HOLYOKE	 WALTHAM
BEVERLY	 LYNN	 Weymouth
BROCKTON	 MELROSE	 Wilbraham
Chatham
	 Montague	 Winchester
Dedham	 Natick	 Winthrop
FITCHBURG
	 NEWBURYPORT	 WOBURN
Ibid.
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One of the foregoing 33 municipalities, the City of Peabody,
was granted special additional authority with reference to the
revision of its precincts and wards in 1975, because of a "one
man, one vote" complaint of ward malapportionment then
pending before the Federal District Court in Boston.' A thirty-
fourth locality, the City of Westfield, which failed to revise
its wards within the above-cited statutory deadlines, did so
tardily in 1975 under another special statutory dispensation.2
Finally, four "precinctless" towns of 6,000 or more inhab-
itants were partitioned into precincts by the Local Election
District Review Commission when local authorities failed to do
this in time themselves (Ayer, Hopkinton, Lincoln, and Millis).
Thus, when 1975 ended, 170 towns — including all 153 towns
of 6,000 or more inhabitants 3 — were organized in precincts.
Of these 170 towns, 27 functioned with new or revised pre-
cincts for the purposes of the 1975 state decennial census and
the legislative redistricting to be based upon it, while 143
towns of this group continued to employ for those purposes
precincts created prior to January 1, 1975. Among these 170
towns, 111 have reported precincts none of which exceed the
ceiling of 4,000 inhabitants; the remaining 59 towns, all of
them having more than 6,000 inhabitants, report precincts in
excess of 4,000 (that "over-population" being negligible in
some cases). All but one of the latter 59 towns chose not to
revise their precincts in 1975, and continued with their then
existing precincts.
The remaining 142 towns of Massachusetts, all with fewer
than 6,000 inhabitants, were not divided into precincts when
1975 ended.
Special Laws of 1976-77 re City Wards and Precincts
Quincy Statute of 1976. In July of 1973, suit was brought
against the City of Quincy in the United States District Court
in Boston complaining of the then-existing malapportionment
of the six city wards, which were used to elect one city council-
1 Acts of 1975, c. 423.
2 Acts of 1976, c. 760.
3 This count includes the three municipalities of Agawam, Methuen and
Southbridge, which are designated as "towns" by their home rule chap-
ters, but which in fact have a council-manager form of city government.
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for each to the nine-member city council (whose other three
members are elected at-large) .1
Subsequently, while the case was still before that Court,
the Mayor and City Council of Quincy requested, and the Gen-
eral Court enacted, a 1973 statute (c. 591) authorizing the
City to increase the number of its wards to eight, using then
existing precincts as "building blocks" for the revised wards,
and increasing the membership of the City Council to 11, in-
cluding eight ward councillors and three at-large councillors.
However, when this special act was rejected by voters of the
City at a special election in September of 1973, the City Coun-
cil thereafter adopted a new plan of six wards, using existing
precincts of the old wards as "building blocks," as suggested
by the Joint Special Committee. This action satisfied the re-
quirements of the Court.
Thus, in 1975, Quincy had two maps of wards employing the
same unchanged precincts. The "old map," which had been
held invalid for city elections, was continued in use for state
elections, while the "new map" was the basis for city elections.
Each precinct had different identification numbers indicating
this double usage. This arrangement sought to avoid the enor-
mous confusion into which voters would be plunged if wholly
different maps of precincts were employed at state and city
elections.
Further, to ease this situation, and inasmuch as the "new
map" of wards (with "old" precincts) was convenient for state
legislative use as well, the 1976 General Court granted the City
of Quincy authority to resubmit its 1975 state decennial census
dates to the State Secretary, according to the ward and pre-
cinct designations used in the "new map." 2
Lynn Statute of 1977. Early in 1977, the General Court en-
acted a special law, previously approved by the Mayor and
City Council of Lynn, allowing them to revise, without shift-
ing populations, the boundaries of three precincts where they
traversed on uninhabited park area. That statute further au-
thorizes use of the amended precincts for the purpose of the
1 Randall v. Mayor of Quincy, U.S.D. Crt. (Dist. of Mass.), Civil Action
No. 73-2000-C.
2 Acts of 1976, c. 464.
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1975 state decennial census and the redistricting of the General
Court and Executive Council which is to be based upon the
same.1
1975 State Decennial Census Results
In January of 1976, the State Secretary submitted to the
General Court the results of the 1975 state decennial census,
according to the terms of the House Cut Amendment and its
implementing legislation (House, No. 1000). The number of
inhabitants enumerated in each city and town was reported,
broken down by ward and precinct where those election dis-
tricts existed in 1975, with such revisions thereof as had been
achieved under the State Census Act of 1975. In January 1977,
the State Secretary submitted a supplementary report cover-
ing corrections of typographical errors and rearrangements of
statistics authorized by the special laws of 1976 cited above
(House, No. 1000).
The total number of inhabitants so reported by the 1975
state decennial census for the purposes of redistricting the Gen-
eral Court and Executive Council is 5,789,478, distributed
among the 14 counties of the Commonwealth as indicated in
Table 2.
Table 2. 1975 State Decennial Census of Massachusetts
Inhabitants Summarized by Counties
County Inhabitants County Inhabitants
Middlesex 1,397,524 Plymouth 377,500
Suffolk 724,703 Berkshire 148,069
Worcester 640,058 Barnstable 126,481
Essex 631,627 Hampshire 122,729
Norfolk 620,346 Franklin 63,420
Bristol 461,852 Dukes 7,951
Hampden 461,659 Nantucket 5.559
Total for State: 5,789,478
1 Acts of 1977, c. 5.
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CHAPTER III.
CRITERIA FOLLOWED IN PROPOSED
HOUSE DISTRICTING PLAN
Constitutional Criteria
General Requirements of House Cut Amendment
The House Cut Amendment imposes upon the General Court
five general requirements with respect to forming the 160
single-member districts henceforth mandated for the election
of members of the House of Representatives.
Firstly, each House district must contain "an equal number
of inhabitants, as nearly as may be," according to the state
decennial census.	 This standard now applies statewide, now
that the former constitutional provisions guaranteeing one
state representative apiece to Dukes County and Nantucket
County have been repealed. On the basis of the 1'975 state
decennial census report of 5,789,478 inhabitants in Massa-
chusetts, the ideal radio or "apportionment norm" of inhab-
itants per state representative for the next decade is 36,184
such inhabitants.	 ,Under applicable "one man, one vote"
opinions of the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court and the
United States Supreme Court, the representative districts so
created need not conform to this apportionment norm exactly,
but variations in district populations must be reasonable, de
minimis, and sustainable as part of a rational state plan.
Secondly, the territory of each of the 160 new representa-
tive districts must be "contiguous," although there is no spe-
cific constitutional requirement that it also be "compact." The
Massachusetts Constitution does not define the term "con-
tiguous." Judicially, that term has been defined to describe
contiguous territories as those which have a common frontier
for a distance, or which touch at a point.' Thus parts of a legis-
lative district are "contiguous" if one may travel between any
1 17 Corpus Juris Secundum 359-363; Matter of Sherrill v. O'Brien, 188 N.Y.
Rep. 185, at p. 207 (1970) ; Commonwealth ex rel Specter v. Levin, 448
Pa. 1, 17-19 (1972).
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of them without having to leave that district. 1 "Contiguous
land" and "contiguous territory" are not the same thing, since
the former excludes water areas while the latter includes them.
Hence, two areas not adjacent to one another by land, but
which face one another on the same body of water and have
common or touching boundaries on a river, lake, pond, bay or
sound, constitute "contiguous territory" and may be included
in the same legislative district.2
Thirdly, representative districts must be formed "as nearly
as may be" without uniting two counties or parts of two or
more counties. The Supreme Judicial Court has viewed such
"county limitations" historically more as a constitutionally-
endorsed policy than as an iron-bound mandate. 'In senatorial
redistricting cases arising under like provisions of other con-
stitutional provisions, the Court has held that such county lim-
itations are not absolute and that the General Court has dis-
cretionary authority to combine counties or parts thereof in
senatorial districts so long as this is not done "unreasonably."3
While allowing "reasonable" departures from the apportion-
ment norm in legislative districts populations to accommodate
a state's desire to preserve the integrity of counties or other
political subdivisions, the United States Supreme Court has
warned that they must be kept within "tolerable constitutional
limits" so as to produce a plan of districts which, viewed as a
whole, does not sacrifice "substantially" those rights of the
franchise and of representation which are protected by the
Fourteenth Amendment of the Federal Constitution :1
Fourthly, representative districts must be drawn "as nearly
as may be" without uniting (a) two cities or parts of two or
more cities, (b) a city and a town, (c) two or more towns or
parts thereof, or (d) parts of cities and parts of towns. As in the
instances of the above "county limitation," this requirement is
also regarded by the Su preme Judicial Court as a strong con-
1 Wells v. Rockefeller, 311 F. Supp. 48 (1970), 398 U.S. 901 (1970).
2 Lamson v. Secretary of the Commonwealth, 341 Mass. 264, at pp. 274-
276 (1960).
3 Attorney-General v. Secretary of the Commonwealth, 306 Mass. 25 (1940).
4 Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533 (1964); Burns v. Richardson, 384 U.S. 73
1966; Burns v. Gill, 316 F. Supp. 1285 (1970); and Mahan v. Howell, 410
U.S. 375 (1973).
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stitutional policy declaration rather than as an absolute man-
date. Hence, in past cases, it has declined to substitute its
judgment for that of the redistricting authority, even when it
was evident that a better plan of districts could have been de-
vised, absent evidence of unacceptable deviations from the ap-
portionment norm or other grave constitutional defects.' The
federal judicial rulings described above in regard to preserving
the integrity of counties apply also to state legislative efforts
to respect the unity of municipalities.
Fifthly, no town of fewer than 2,500 inhabitants may be di-
vided between representative districts. This provision indicates
a constitutional intent that the General Court be authorized to
divide larger towns, if need be, to meet the population-equality
standard notwithstanding the above policy against the "frag-
mentation" of municipalities. Since the courts do not construe
"one man, one vote" standards to require mathematical pre-
cision in legislative redistricting, it is unlikely that the General
Court will ever have to consider dividing towns of fewer than
5,500 to 6,000 inhabitants.
Permissible and Impermissible Gerrymandering
Given the human condition, controversies over "gerryman-
dering," or the designing of legislative districts geographically
to confer representational advantages upon certain political
parties, factions, racial and ethnic groups, and economic com-
munities are an inevitable aspect of the legislative redistricting
process. Gerrymandering may be good, bad or indifferent de-
pending upon the manner in which it is done, its motives, and
whose ox is gored from the standpoint of the observer. It is
not prohibited expressly by the state and federal constitutions,
but it is subject to certain judicial constraints.
Equality of the franchise, representation and political par-
ticipation is assured to all residents of the Commonwealth by
the Declaration of Rights of the Massachusetts Constitution2,
by the Equal Protection of the Laws Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment of the Federal Constitution, and by the Fifteenth
Attorney-General v. Secretary of the Commonwealth, 306 Mass. 25 (1940);
Graham v. Special Commissioners of Suffolk County, 306 Mass. 237 (1940).
2 Mass. Const., Part I, Arts. I, IX and X, as amended; also Amend. Art.
III, as amended.
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Amendment of the Federal Constitution which forbids any
state to deny the right to vote to any citizen of the United
States on account of race, color or previous condition of servi-
tude. Generally speaking, these constitutional provisions ob-
ligate the General Court, like other redistricting authorities, to
avoid "invidious discrimination" against any racial, ethnic or
political segment of the population when it forms legislative
districts. For the most part, state redistricting authorities
have a wide latitude to form districts on non-racial grounds so
long as district variations are within tolerable constitutional
limits and other constitutional standards are observed. Greater
hazards arise where racial or ethnic considerations enter the
picture.
In general, the judiciary have taken the position that racial
and ethnic populations are not automatically entitled to legis-
lative districts of their own. What they are guaranteed is pro-
tection against "invidious discrimination." That condition is
considered judicially to exist when a plan of districts is shown
to have been devised to cancel out the voting strength or voice
of a racial or ethnic group in the legislative body (a) through
the manipulation of district lines, in combination with (b)
other practices or measures instituted by political authorities
to discourage or inhibit participation by a racial or ethnic
bloc in the political process. Hence, a gerrymander which fitted
this definition would be unconstitutional. For the most part,
the "minorities" benefiting from this judicial protection to
date have been Blacks, Puerto Ricans, Mexicans and other non-
whites?
A state may take racial and ethnic considerations into ac-
count for a wide range of legitimate purposes incidental to a
rational state redistricting plan.
Racial criteria may be employed by a redistricting plan for
purposes including, but not limited to, eliminating the effects
of past discriminatory districting. Thus, a state redistricting
plan may award to a racial or ethnic minority a number of dis-
1 Gomillion v. Lightfoot, 364 U.S. 339 (1960); Wright v. Rockefeller, 376
U.S. 52 (1964); Kilgarlin v. Hill, 386 U.S. 120 (1967); Whitcomb v. Chavis,
397 U.S. 984 (1970), 403 U.S. 124 (1971); White v. Regester, 412 U.S. 755
(1973); Beer v. United States, 425 U.S. 130 (1976).
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tricts proportionate roughly to that minority's share of the
state or regional population, and may use racial quotas to make
that determination. So long as other ethnic residents of such
a "minority" district may vote and participate in the political
processes of that district, their rights are not violated.1
If a state redistricting authority sets about the task of de-
signing some legislative districts for the benefit of particular
ethnic communities, it may find itself obligated to accord like
treatment to other ethnic or racial groups sufficiently numer-
ous and concentrated to be embraced by districts in which
they comprise a majority. This possibility, which depends upon
the circumstances of the particular state and redistricting plan,
looms significantly where the racial or ethnic group claiming
"equal treatment" is Black, Puerto Rican or Mexican, and is
concentrated in a metropolitan area. Where a state has non-
white areas fewer than 50% of whose residents voted in the
1968 presidential election, it is subject to the Federal Voting
Rights Act 2 , and is subject to the judicial rule of "nonretro-
gression." Under that rule, changes of legislative districts in
such non-White areas may not "lend to a retrogression in the
position of racial minorities with respect to their effective ex-
ercise of the electoral franchise." Thus, if a new plan of legis-
lative districts decreases a non-White minority's proportion of
all legislative districts, or if it increases the percentages of
Whites within such non-White districts substantially, it may
run afoul of the foregoing judicial rule3.
The federal and state courts have shunned partisan gerry-
mandering issues for the most part, due to the extraordinary
difficulty faced in formulating any workable standards for con-
trolling it. 4
 Where partisan gerrymanders have been attacked
judicially, the districts have been invalidated on other more con-
ventional grounds, such as impermissible population variations.
Thus, the courts have accepted political parties as a fact of life,
and have stressed voter control rather than judicial control as
1 United Jewish Organizations of Williamsburgh, Inc., et. al. v. Carey, U.S.
Sup. Crt. Opinion No. 75-104, March 1, 1977, 45 LW 4221.
2 42 U.S.C. s. 1973c.
3 Beer v. U.S., 425 U.S. 130 (1976); United Jewish Organization of Williams-
burgh, Inc., et al., v. Carey, 45 LW 4221 (1977).
4 WMCA v. Lomenzo, 238 F. Supp. 916 (1965), 382 U.S. 4 (1965).
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the best remedy for most partisan excesses. The United States
Supreme Court has upheld the right of state apportioning auth-
orities to draw districts in such a way as to achieve a rough ap-
proximation of the statewide political strengths of the two
major political parties, so long as individual districts do not
vary from their apportionment norms unacceptably.1
House Redistricting Plan Guidelines
Apportionment Norm and Variations Therefrom
As noted above, the "apportionment norm" or ideal, mathe-
matically precise representational ratio for the new 160-mem-
ber House of Representatives, based on the 1975 state decen-
nial census, is 36,184 inhabitants per representative. Although
not obligated to create mathematically exact representative
districts, the General Court must so design such districts that
variations from that norm are de minimis, or reasonably mini-
mal, so that the House Redistricting Plan as a whole provides
substantially equal representation in population terms for all
citizens of all places as well as all races.2
The United States Supreme Court has agreed that modest
and reasonable deviations from the apportionment norm of a
legislative body are constitutionally permissible:
To maintain the integrity of political subdivisions,
but not to the extent of assuring any such subdi-
vision of a legislative seat regardless of its pop-
ulation size;
To achieve districts of compact and contiguous
territory;
To adapt to natural boundaries; and
To accommodate in minor degree historic factors
and community of interest.
Such deviations must be based on considerations incidental
to a rational state policy. They may not be substantial. And
1 Gaffney v. Cummings, 412 U.S. 735, 751, 754 (1973).
2 Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533 (1964).
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they must be able to withstand judicial scrutiny. No "ceiling"
on such deviations or variations from the apportionment norm
has been established by judicial formula, as this matter is de-
termined on a case by case basis. Hence, to determine the po-
tential "danger point" beyond which variations from the ap-
poi tionment norm ought to go for the new 160-member Mas-
sachusetts House of Representatives, the Joint Special Com-
mittee has had to look to the experience of other states.
In the case of Swann v. Adams in 1067, the United States
Supreme Court held unacceptable variations of from 15.27%
below to 18.28% above the apportionment norm for the 117-
member Florida House of Representatives, which the state
had sought to justify in terms of area, economic interests and
other group interests.' Similarly, in Kilgarlin v. Hill decided
in that same year, the Court found objectionable variations of
from 14.84% below to 11.64% above the apportionment norm
of the 150-member Texas House of Representatives. 2 On the
other hand, after disallowing plans with greater variation for
the election of Hawaii's 51-member House of Representatives3,
the federal courts accepted a plan with variations of from
16.1% below to 15.3% above the House apportionment norm,
justified by the uniquely insular character of the Aloha State'
In the instance of the 99-member Virginia House of Delegates,
variations of from 6.8% below to 9.6% over the apportionment
norm were sustained by the United States Supreme Court in
1973, since most districts were within ±4% of that norm,
and the larger deviations to respect the integrity of local politi-
cal subdivisions were not viewed as unreasonable in the cir-
cumstances. 5 In another 1973 decision, a plan of districts for
the 150-member House of Representatives of Texas, with varia-
tions of from 4.1% below to 5.8% above its apportionment
norm, passed judicial muster so far as those variations were
1 378 U.S. 553 (1964), 383 U.S. 210 (1965) and 385 U.S. 440 (1967).
2 386 U.S. 120 (1967).
3 Burns v. Richardson, 384 U.S. 73 (1966).
4 Barns v. Gill, 316 F. Supp. 1285 (1970).
5 Mahan v. Howell, 410 U.S. 315 (1973).
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concerned, but failed on racial discrimination grounds. 1 In
contrast, the United States Supreme Court rejected North Da-
kota representative districts in 1975 (for the election of 102
members) because of "unjustified" variations ranging from
8.71% below to 11.43% above the apportionment norm.2
In passing upon the "acceptability" of variations in state
legislative districts, much attention is given by the courts to
such factors as (a) the number of such districts which vary
little from the apportionment norm as contrasted with the
number of districts with more extreme variations, and (b)
the sizes and configurations of the political subdivisions, local
election districts, or federal census blocks, enumeration dis-
tricts, and tracts which the state legislature or apportionment
commission has available as "building blocks" for designing
legislative districts. The easier it is to hold all districts within
a modest distance of the apportionment norm, the greater the
burden is upon the state to justify more significant variations
therefrom.
Accordingly, given this judicial background and the cir-
cumstances prevailing in Massachusetts, it was the conclusion
of the Joint Special Committee that any House Redistricting
Plan recommended by it should propose districts which do not
depart more than ±10% from the apportionment norm of
36,184 inhabitants per representative indicated for the 160-
member House. Thus, the least populous district should con-
tain no less than 32,566 inhabitants while the most populous
district does not exceed 39,802 inhabitants, as nearly as may
be.
Inhabitant Variations in Proposed Plan
Within these guidelines, the Joint Special Committee pro-
poses, in Appendix A hereof, an act dividing the Common-
wealth into the 160 representative districts which are listed in
Appendix D in declining order of their respective "inhabitant"
populations, from the largest to the smallest district.
The Committee has made a conscious and determined effort
to form districts which will contain as nearly as may be equal
1 White v. Regester, 412 U.S. 756 (1973).
2 Chapman v. Meier, 420 U.S. 1, 95 (1975).
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numbers of inhabitants in accordance with the "one man, one
vote" doctrine, without dividing towns of fewer than 6,000 in-
habitants. The establishment of districts even closer to the ap-
portionment norm was prevented in some communities, for all
practical purposes, by oversized indivisible local precincts.
Other practical restraints upon this process included the con-
figurations of the coastline and state land boundaries.
As indicated in Table 3 below, only two districts proposed in
this House Redistricting Plan exceeds the Committee's ±10%
"outer limits," and then only by a miniscule fraction. Of the
160 proposed House Districts, a majority (136) are within
±8% of the apportionment norm, while the next largest group
(83) does not exceed that norm by more than ±4.3%. The
remaining districts (24) vary by larger margins, within the
extremes represented by the Fifteenth Middlesex District with
32,477 inhabitants ( -10.24%) and the Thirty-Ninth Middle-
sex District embracing 39,713 inhabitants (+9.75%).
Equality of district size in "inhabitant" terms was, then, one
of the most important principles and goals of redistricting pur-
sued by this Joint Special Committee. It is the Committee's
view that Table 3 offers convincing evidence of the bona fide
effort made to comply with applicable judicial standards on this
score.
Table 3. Distribution of 160 Proposed Representative
Districts According to Their Percentage of Variation
From the Apportionment Norm
Variation
Above (+) Norm
Under 1%
No. of
Districts
4
Variation
Below ( - ) Norm
Under 1%
No. of
Districts	 In
11
Total No.
of Districts
-4- Range
15
1.0% - 1.9% 14 1.0% -	 1.9% 9 23
2.0% - 2.9% 14 2.0% -	 2.9% 15 29
3.0% - 3.9% 7 3.0% -	 3.9% 7 14
4.0% - 4.9% 6 4.0% -	 4.9% 8 14
5.0% - 5.9% 8 5.0% -	 5.9% 7 15
6.0% - 6.9% 11 6.0% -	 6.9% 5 16
7.0% - 7.9% 7 7.0% -	 7.9% 4 11
8.0% - 8.9% 6 8.0% -	 8.9% 8 14
9.0% - 10% 3 9.0% - 10.24% 8 11
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Preservation of Integrity of Municipalities
In keeping with the mandate of the House Cut Amendment
that the division of individual municipalities among representa-
tive districts be minimized, the Joint Special Committee has
made a considerable effort to preserve the unity and integrity
of cities and towns wherever this can be done without violating
the overriding constitutional requirements that population be
the controlling criterion of the House Redistricting Plan.
In doing so, the Committee has adhered to the following prin-
ciples enunciated by the United States Supreme Court:
Population is, of necessity, the starting point for con-
sideration and the controlling criterion for judgment in
legislative apportionment controversies . . . The Equal
Protection Clause demands no less than substantially
equal state legislative representation for all citizens of
all places as well as of all races ... 1
We realize that it is a practical impossibility to arrange
legislative districts so that each one has an identical num-
ber of residents, or citizens, or voters. Mathematical ex-
actness or precision is hardly a workable constitutional
requirement . . . (it) . . . may be feasible to use po-
litical subdivision lines . . . in establishing state legislative
districts . . . while still affording adequate representa-
tion to all parts of the State. To do so would be consti-
tutionally valid, so long as the resulting apportionment
was one based substantially on population and the equal-
population principle was not diluted in any significant
manner . . . 2
A state may legitimately desire to maintain the in-
tegrity of various politicial subdivisions, insofar as pos-
sible, and provide for compact districts of contiguous
territory in designing a legislative apportionment scheme.
Valid considerations may underlie such aims . . . so long
as the divergences from a strict population standard
are based on legitimate considerations incident to the
1 Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533 1567 (1964).
2 Ibid., 578
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effectuation of a rational state policy, some deviations
from the equal-population principle are constitutionally
permissible with respect to the apportionment of seats in
either or both of the two houses of a bicameral state
legislature ..
A consideration that appears to be of more substance
in justifying some deviations from population-based rep-
resentation in state legislatures is that of assuring some
voice to political subdivisions, as political subdivisions.
Several factors make more than insubstantial claims
that a state can rationally consider according political
subdivisions some independent representation in at least
one body of state legislature, as long as the basic standard
of equality of population among districts is maintained.
Local government entities are frequently charged with
various responsibilities incident to the operation of state
government. In many states much of the legislature's
activity involves the enactment of so-called local legis-
lation, directed only to the concerns of particular politi-
cal subdivisions. And a state may legitimately desire
to construct districts along political subdivision lines to
deter the possibilities of gerrymandering. However, per-
miting deviations from population-based representation
does not mean that each local governmental unit or
political subdivision can be given separate representation,
regardless of population . . . . Such a result, we conclude,
would be constitutionally impermissible. And careful
judicial scrutiny must of course be given in evaluating
state apportionment schemes, to the character as well
as to the degree of deviations from a strict population
basis ... 2
Application of the "absolute equality" test . . . to state
legislative redistricting may impair the normal function-
ing of state and local governments . . . . The policy of
maintaining the integrity of political subdivision lines
in the process of reapportioning a state legislature . . . .
1 Ibid., 578-580
2 Ibid., 580-581.
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is a rational one . . . . (if) . . . . upon examination of the
legislative plan, . . . . it does in fact advance that policy
. . . . (and) .. .. population disparities which are per-
mitted thereunder result in a maximum percentage
deviation which we hold to be within tolerable con-
stitutional limits .... I
Massachusetts, of course, has had a long history of strong
central government control over local government, which has
been modified only modestly with the ratification of the
Municipal Home Rule Amendment to the State Constitution
in 1966. 2 The scope and nature of that control over our cities
and towns, which are the only local government units to re-
ceive home rule powers under that Amendment, have been
described at length in many reports of the Legislative Research
Council. 3 Furthermore, municipalities are used as components
of many regional governmental entities created to serve
regional and state purposes in metropolitan, suburban and
rural areas, and to enable communities to "pool" their re-
sources and efforts in providing services at the municipal
level; the organization, powers and duties of these regional
entities are closely defined by a multitude of general and
special laws enacted by the General Court, and amended by it
from time to time.4 Local government problems thus comprise
a substantial portion of the business agenda of the General
Court each year.
In addition, as Massachusetts municipalities are largely
limited to the local property tax as revenue source, and have
1 Mahan v. Howell, 410 U.S. 315 (1973).
2 Mass. Const., Amend. Art II (1820) as revised by Amend. Art. LXXXIX
(1966).
3 Mass. Legislative Research Council reports relative to: Municipal Home
Rule, Senate, No. 580 of 1961, and Senate, No. 950 of 1965; Voluntary
Municipal Merger Procedures, House, No. 5453 of 1970; The Form of
Government in Large Towns, House, No. 5302 of 1972; Revising the
Municipal Home Rule Amendment, Senate, No. 1455 of 1972; School Com•
mittees and Feasible Alternatives, House, No. 5071 of 1971; Election of
School Committees, House, No. 4411 of 1976.
4 See Mass. Legislative Research Council reports relative to: Regional
Government, House, No. 4988 of 1970; Establishing a Metropolitan
Services Financing District in the Boston Metropolitan Area, Senate.
No. 1680 of 1976.
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long depended on federal and state grants-in-aid, and on state
revenue sharing with localities, the fiscal well-being of the 351
cities and towns has been tightly wedded to state tax policy
and the state budget. The state, in turn, has a vital concern as
to the impact of local property taxation on economic develop-
ment, housing, land use and conservation in Massachusetts.
Hence, while not the sole principle followed, keeping com-
munities intact in the redistricting process was an important
consideration in 'the redistricting of the House of Representa-
tives in order to afford the best achievable forum for these
local voices, within the four corners of the population-equality
guidelines laid down by the United States Supreme Court.
Accordingly, the Joint Special Committee has stressed (a) the
creation of districts within the boundaries of very populous
municipalities, (b) legislative district boundaries coterminous
with municipal boundaries of cities or towns populous enough
to compose their own single representative district, (c) the
grouping together of whole smaller communities in single rep-
resentative districts, (d) minimal divisions of towns of 6,000
or more inhabitants, and of cities, in ways which would de-
prive them of a distinctive voice in the House of Representa-
tives, and (e) no division of any town of fewer than 6,000
inhabitants.
It should be stated that your Committee could not reason-
ably have been expected to describe 160 representative dis-
tricts of "equal" population sizes in a Commonwealth consist-
ing of 351 cities and towns without the division of some
municipalities.
Of the 351 municipalities of Massachusetts, a total of 27,
including 23 cities and four towns, had populations in 1975
which exceeded the "ceiling" of 39,802 inhabitants per repre-
sentative, or 10% variation above the House apportionment
norm of 36,184 inhabitants per representative, determined by
the Joint Special Committee to be the maximum safe "outer
limit" for the larger districts. Obviously, more than one repre-
sentative district would have to be formed from the territory
of each such municipality. To the extent feasible, the Com-
mittee has attempted to create as many whole representative
districts within each such populous city or town as may be,
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using the "left-over" precincts to bring adjacent representa-
tive districts up to acceptable population levels.
Another 12 municipalities, including eight cities and four
towns, fell wholly within the ±10% range of deviation from
the 36,184 inhabitants per representative apportionment norm.
In other words, they had between 32,566 and 39,802 inhabi-
tants each, and thus each of them was susceptible of being
constituted a representative district by itslef. However, the
"domino effects" of nearby geographical features, such as a
state boundary, the ocean, location on a peninsula, groups of
small indivisible towns, or the configurations of precincts in
neighboring communities, can tax the map-maker's ingenuity
in preserving the integrity of some of these 12 municipalities.
Below the "floor" of 32,566 inhabitants per representative
(i.e., —10% from the apportionment norm) were 145 of the
153 towns of more than 6,000 inhabitants each, which are
divisible, together with all 159 less populous towns which the
Joint Special Committee has elected to treat as indivisible in
forming representative districts. In composing districts from
the territory of these towns, the Joint Special Committee has
endeavored to divide as few towns in the "over 6,000" group
as circumstances would allow, and to use whole towns as build-
ing blocks.
The fairest assessment, then, of the Joint Special Com-
mittee's proposed House Redistricting Plan should be based on
the success or failure of the Committee's efforts to respect the
integrity of the 351 cities and towns, within the constitutional
and policy guidelines enunciated above. In this connection, the
state and federal constitutions, as interpreted by the courts,
leave much discretionary latitude to the Joint Special Com-
mittee and the General Court.
Thus, among men of good will, views will necessarily vary
as to what constitutes an "ideal plan" or an "ideal" minimal
number of divisions of communities between representative
districts. And decisions to divide Town A rather than Towns
B or C in order to produce representative districts of proper
population sizes in some area of the state, or to combine
Towns C and D rather than Towns D and E in a district,
obviously involve legitimate elements of legislative discretion,
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both in the technical and political senses. The Joint Special
Committee has approached its difficult task on this issue, mind-
ful that its plan must not only be good technically, but also
equitable enough politically to satisfy most communities and
to command the legislative majorities necessary to 	 enact-
ment.
How, then, does the proposed House Redistricting Plan fare
on the score of keeping communities "whole?"
In the 1973 redivision of the Commonwealth into 240 repre-
sentative districts, the General Court partitioned 73 munici-
palities — including 36 cities and 37 towns — among two or
more such districts.
In contrast, the House Redistricting Plan proposed now, for
the 160-member House of Representatives, divides only 33
municipalities, of which 24 are cities and nine are towns,
among representative districts, as indicated in the following
Table 4. Of the communities so divided, 29 contain representa-
tive districts which are entirely or mostly within their own
municipality, thus assuring most of these communities a
"distinctive voice" in the House of Representatives, even
though they are divided.
Table 4. Individual Cities and Towns Divided Among Two or More
Representative Districts in Proposed House Redistricting Plan
24 Divided Cities
Cities Containing Representative Districts Wholly Within Their Borders.
Includes Some Which Also Have Representative Districts Partly Within
and Outside Their Borders:
Boston Lawrence Pittsfield
Brockton Lowell Quincy
Cambridge Lynn Somerville
Chicopee Malden Springfield
Fall River Medford Taunton
Haverhill New Bedford Waltham
Holyoke Newton Worcester
Cities Otherwise Divided Among Representative Districts:
Chelsea	 Revere	 Peabody
9 Divided Towns
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Towns Containing Representative Districts Wholly Within Their Borders,
Plus Representative Districts Within and Outside Their Borders:
Arlington	 Framingham
Brookline	 Weymouth
Towns Otherwise Divided Among Representative Districts:
Danvers	 Stoneham	 Wilmington
Randolph	 Westwood
In contrast to the above 33 divided municipalities are 318
others which are kept whole, including 15 cities and 303 towns.
Of the 15 undivided cities, eight are single representative dis-
tricts by themselves (Attleboro, Beverly, Everett, Fitchburg,
Leominster, Salem, Westfield and \\ Toburn) ; and the remain-
ing seven of these cities are included in a representative dis-
trict which embraces some adjacent territory. (Gardner,
Gloucester, Marlborough, Melrose, Newburyport, North Adams
and Northampton.) In addition, five of the 303 undivided
towns are placed in "one town" representative districts (Bill-
erica, Braintree, Lexington, Methuen and Watertown).
Wherever possible and practical, under existing circum-
stances, then, the integrity of the various cities and towns has
been maintained, and consideration has been given to the
desire of localities in multi-municipal representative districts
to be grouped on a community of interest basis. However, the
overriding object has been the principle of substantial equality
of population among the various representative districts, so
that the vote of one citizen is approximately equal in weight
to that of any other citizen of the Commonwealth.
County Boundary Considerations
With one exception, in order to facilitate the identification
of representative districts, it was decided to continue their
county designation, even though it was found necessary to
cross county lines in the instance of 19 districts in order to
meet "one man, one vote" standards, or to compensate for
geographical problems of one sort or another. Thus, for
example, it was necessary to combine the two island counties
(Dukes County and Nantucket) with a group of "outer" Cape
Cod towns in order to comply with constitutional require-
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ments of population-equality among the 160 representative dis-
tricts. This district will be identified as the Cape and Island
District. Similarly, to form such districts in the Boston metro-
poltian area which embraces all or parts of six counties with
very tortuous boundaries, close adherence was not easy.
Basically, however, traditional county lines were respected
and maintained wherever feasible. The comparative distri-
bution of representative districts among the 14 counties under
the existing plan of 240 such districts as defined in 1973, and
under the proposed plan of 160 representative districts, is indi-
cated in the following Table 5.
Table 5. Present and Proposed Allocation of Representative
Districts Among the 14 Massachusetts Counties
Name of County Present No. of
Rep. Dists.
(240-Member House)
Proposed No. of
Rep. Dists.
(160-Member House)
Barnstable 4 3
Berkshire 6 4
Bristol 18 14
Dukes" 1 0
Essex 27 17
Franklin 3 2
Hampden 20 13
Hampshire 4 3
Middlesex 59 39
Nantucket' 1 0
Norfolk 24 15
Plymouth 15 11
Suffolk 31 21
Worcester 27 17
*Cape and Islands — *1
Totals 240 160
1 To be included in Cape and Islands representative district.
Treatment of Island Counties
Of concern to this Joint Special Committee from the outset
of its studies leading to the proposed House Redistricting Plan
has been the often expressed desire of the local officials and
voters of the two island counties of Dukes County and Nan-
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tucket County to be grouped in their own bicounty insular
representative district, without being absorbed in a predomin-
antly "mainland" district.
Distinctive Island County Representation Prior to House
Cut Amendment of 1974. Dukes County consists of Martha's
Vineyard Island and the Elizabeth Islands, organized in seven
towns with an aggregate population of 7,951 inhabitants, as
enumerated in the 1975 state decennial census. Nantucket
Island, with 5,559 such enumerated inhabitants, is both a
county and a town. Thus, between them, the two counties have
but 13,510 inhabitants, or only 37.34% of the apportionment
norm of 36,184 inhabitants per representative for a 160-mem-
ber House based on the 1975 state decennial census. Hence, a
representative district composed of these two island counties
alone would pull 62.66% below that norm.
To obtain background information for the purposes of
evaluating the island county situation, the Joint Special Com-
mittee requested, and the Legislative Research Bureau sub-
mitted, the study Island County Representation in the Massa-
chusetts General Court, which is reprinted as Appendix F of
this report. Its highlights are summarized below.
Nantucket and Martha's Vineyard, which lie 27 miles and
five miles respectively south of Cape Cod, and the small Eliza-
beth Islands (the Town of Gosnold) 1 1/, miles southwest of
the Cape, have existed for many centuries as largely isolated,
self-contained maritime communities with a very distinctive
history. Initially a dependency of Maine (1637-64), and then
of New York (1664-91), they were annexed to Massachusetts,
together with Maine and the New Plymouth Colony, to form
the Province of Massachusetts Bay in 1692. They have re-
mained part of Massachusetts since that time. While under
the jurisdiction of New York, the islands were constituted a
county of that province, as Dukes County, in 1683. Subse-
quently, in 1695, the island of Nantucket was designated a
county by the General Court. Traditional New England town
form of government was instituted on Martha's Vineyard in
1671, and on Nantucket in 1687, as the earlier proprietary
systems of local government there faded away.
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From the 17th Century until the mid-19th Century, the
island counties flourished as fishing and whaling communities,
Nantucket rising to the status of one of the principal towns
of Massachusetts, both in terms of commerce and population.
With the decline of the whaling industry, the island counties
lost population and then stabilized, while mainland towns sur-
passed them in increasing numbers in population and economic
terms. Late in the 19th Century, the islands began to emerge
as recreational areas, a process that accelerated rapidly after
1930.
Since their annexation to Massachusetts in 1692, the island
counties have enjoyed distinctive representation in the House
of Representatives under a variety of statutory and constitu-
tional arrangements.
Initially, this	 "guaranteed representation" resulted from
colonial statutes, and constitutional provisions effective be-
tween 1780 and 1857, which used whole towns as legislative
districts, allotting to each town one representative, plus addi-
tional representatives if they were populous in terms of legal
voters (1692-1840) or "inhabitants" (1840-57). The member-
ship of the House of Representatives fluctuated from year to
year according to these representational formulas and the
willingness of towns to elect their full quotas of representa-
tives, reaching its greatest membership (748) in 1812. During
this town-based era of representation, Dukes County elected
up to a maximum of five representatives (in 1809, 1810, 1812,
1835 and 1836). In 1857, the Constitution was amended to pro-
vide for the election of 240 state representatives from one,
two and three member districts containing as nearly as may be,
equal number of legal voters, rather than from cities and
towns per se, subject to a proviso assuring each county of at
least one state representative.' By virtue of their small "legal
voter" counts, Nantucket County chose two representatives
until 1867, thereafter dropping to one, while Dukes County
elected only one representative in 1868 and subsequent years.
In connection with 1857 changes, the Constitution was also
amended to repeal provisions which had assured the island
1 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XXI (1857), as revised by Amend. Art. LXXI
(1930).
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counties, individually or together, of distinctive representation
in the Senate (1780-1857).1-
The implications of "one man, one vote" rulings of the
United States Supreme Court for this distinctive representa-
tional treatment of the two island counties were first felt by
the General Court when the 240 representative seats were
apportioned to the 14 counties by the House Redistricting Act
of 1967 (c. 877). At that time the General Court concluded,
and the Supreme Judicial Court agreed, 2 that the "legal voter"
criterion of apportionment theretofore followed in Massachu-
setts violated the Fourteenth Amendment of the Federal Con-
stitution, and that "inhabitant" apportionment would be ac-
ceptable in its place. However, the General Court continued to
allocate one representative to each island county, justifying
its action in these terms in the "Statement of Legislative
Purpose" in the 1967 House Redistricting Act:
Further consideration is directed to the unusual situa-
tion whereby we have historically allocated one repre-
sentative to Nantucket, and one representative to the
County of Dukes County under our Constitution. The
latest available census indicates the population of Nan-
tucket to be three thousand seven hundred and fourteen,
and that of Dukes to be five thousand nine hundred and
forty-eight. Based on the nineteen hundred and sixty-five
census the apportionment figure, based on population, for
one representative district is twenty-two thousand and
sixty-three inhabitants or eleven thousand and thirty-
two legal voters. Nevertheless, one representative seat
has still been allocated to Nantucket and one seat to
Dukes in this act, for the reason that these are islands,
isolated, not readily accessible and most difficult to merge
with any portion of the mainland. Even if both were
combined and merged with a district on the mainland,
by sheer weight of numbers, that portion of the district
on the mainland would most probably elect a resident
of the mainland. Thus, these two isolated islands would
1 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XXII (1857).
2 Opinions of the Justices, 353 Mass. 790 (1967).
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be without the kind of representation contemplated by
the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Con-
stitution, because of the geographical difficulty of reach-
ing their representative on the mainland for a "redress
of their grievances." Therefore in the case of these two
islands, to adhere to the letter of the law as most recently
laid down by the United States Supreme Court, viz.
"one-man, one-vote," would be to figuratively disenfran-
chise the voters thereon. To subtract the proposed two
representatives for Dukes and Nantucket from the total
of two hundred and forty representatives provides an in-
significant change in the norm for each district. Because
of their exigency, and without being arbitrary or dis-
criminatory, it is the sense of the General Court that
each of these island counties should retain at least one
representative as is now required by the Constitution
of Massachusetts and that to maintain this status would
not be a violation of the Fourteenth Amendment of the
United States Constitution. (Acts of 1967, c. 887, s. 1).
In the terms of the total of 5,295,281 "inhabitants" enumer-
ated by the 1965 state decennial census, the House apportion-
ment norm at that time was 22,063 inhabitants per repre-
sentative.' Dukes County, with 5,948 inhabitants, thus fell
73.04% below that norm, while Nantucket County, with 3,714
inhabitants, was short by 83.17%. Nevertheless, this arrange-
ment, involving significant variations from the apportionment
norm for only two of 240 representatives, was upheld as
acceptable and as part of a rational state plan by the Supreme
Judicial Court in 1968:
Subsequently, St. 1967, c. 877, has been enacted, S. 3
of which assigns one representative each to the islands
counties. See Appendix A. Section 1 embodies an exten-
sive "Statement of Legislative Purpose." After declaring
its intent to apportion the Commonwealth on a popula-
tion basis, the Legislature made explicit findings rela-
1 For the mainland, the mainland population alone (5,285,619 inhabitants)
was used in computing the apportionment norm of 22,208 inhabitants per
representative for the 238 mainland seats .
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tive to the representation of Nantucket County and the
County of Dukes County ...
The evidence before us corroborates these legislative
findings. In allocating one representative each to the
two island counties, the General Court recognized that
they constitute two compact, contiguous districts whose
borders conform to natural boundaries and whose right
to representation as entities in the General Court ante-
dates by nearly eighty years the meeting of the First
Continental Congress. The districting of the islands fol-
lows existing political subdivision lines, and aims to
restrict the possibility of partisan gerrymandering and
to give effect to the county role in the governmental
system of the Commonwealth. These are all permissible
grounds for deviation from a strict mathematical ap-
portionment by population. Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S.
533,577-581. Swann v. Adams, 385 U.S. 440, 553-44.
Tested mathematically, we note that the allocation of
one representative each to the two island counties might
conceivably enable a majority of 49.76% of the popula-
tion of the Commonwealth to elect sufficient representa-
tives to control the House. This is only .66% less than the
percentage required for control were the Commonwealth
to be apportioned under a purely mathematical system.
We are of opinion that this divergence from a strict
population standard is, in light of the aggregate of the
factors considered above, based on legitimate considera-
tions incident to the effectuation of a rational State
policy. See Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 579. The
executive and legislative departments of the Common-
wealth manifestly believe that genuine representation
of the islands would not survive should they be merged
into a mainland district or districts. We share that
belief, a belief based not altogether on judicial notice, but
founded in large part on personal experience and knowl-
edge. We think that this view would be held by anyone
with first-hand knowledge of the islands and their local
conditions. Were we to conclude that the apportionment
1977]
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here in issue is repugnant to the Federal Constitution,
which allows two Senators to each State irrespective of
population, we think that there would be no alternative
to a strict mathematical apportionment. Such a con-
clusion would go beyond any decision yet made by the
Supreme Court of the United States. It would be contrary
to our own opinion and would be a long leap toward de-
priving the people of Nantucket County and the County
of Dukes County of a voice in legislation. We think that
neither Constitution requires this.'
The Quinn Amendment to the Constitution, ratified in 1970,
required a new division of the Commonwealth into 240 single-
member districts which, with but two specific exceptions, were
to contain "as nearly as may be" equal numbers of inhabi-
tants. Those two expressed exceptions were Dukes and Nan-
tucket Counties, each of which was constituted a 	 single-
member representative district by the Constitution
	 itself,
thereby continuing historic state policy on that score.2
Therefore, in 1973, this Joint Special Committee recom-
mended', and the General Court enacted' with changes, a
House Redistricting Plan which, among other things, awarded
one representative apiece to the two island counties. That plan,
currently in effect until 1978, computed its apportionment
norm by dividing the mainland population as reported in the
1971 state decennial census (5,529,349) by the number of
mainland districts (238) to arrive at a ratio of 23,232 inhabi-
tants per mainland state representatives. The 238 mainland
districts formed by the 1973 House Redistricting Act varied
from 9.9% above the aforesaid apportionment norm to 09.0%
below it, with 214 districts included within a ±6% range. In
contrast, the two single-member insular representative districts
of Dukes County and Nantucket County fell short of the
mainland apportionment norm by 73.5 fj and 81.7% respec-
tively. This data varies only slightly if computed on the basis
of the total 1971 state population of 5,539,741 inhabitants.
1 Vigneault v. Secretary of State, 354 Mass. 362 (1968).
2 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XCII (1970), s. 1.
3 Senate, No. 1604 of 1973.
4 Acts of 1973, c. 326.
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Not included in the 1973 House Redistricting Act, as finally
passed, was a statement of legislative purposes and findings,
recommended by the Joint Special Committee, which restated
the constitutional policy of the Commonwealth as to the island
counties in these terms.
To further complicate the problem of apportionment
consideration is directed to the unusual situation where-
by we have historically allocated one representative to
Nantucket, and one representative to the County of
Dukes County under our Constitution. The latest avail-
able census indicates the population of Nantucket to be
four thousand two hundred and thirty-five, and that of
Dukes to be six thousand one hundred and fifty-seven.
Based on the nineteen hundred and seventy-one census
the apportionment figure, based on population, for one
representative district is twenty-three thousand two hun-
dred and thirty-two inhabitants. Nevertheless one repre-
sentative seat has still been allocated to Nantucket and
one seat to Dukes in this act, for the reason that these
are islands, isolated, not readily accessible and most
difficulty to merge with any portion of the mainland
Even if both were combined and merged with a district
on the mainland, by sheer weight of numbers, that por-
tion of the district on the mainland would most probably
elect a resident of the mainland. Thus, these two isolated
islands would be without the kind of representation con-
templated by the Fourteenth Amendment to the United
States Constitution, because of the geographical difficulty
of reaching their representative on the mainland for a
"redress of their grievances." Therefore, in the case of
these two islands, to adhere to the letter of the law as
most recently laid down by the United States Supreme
Court, viz. "one man, one vote," would be to figuratively
disenfranchise the voters thereon. To subtract the pro-
posed two representatives for Dukes and Nantucket from
the total of two hundred and forty representatives pro-
vides an insignificant change in the norm for each dis-
trict. Because of their exigency, and without being arbi-
trary or discriminatory, it is the sense of the General
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Court that each of these island counties should retain
at least one representative as is now required by the
Constitution of Massachusetts and that to maintain this
status would not be a violation of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment of the United States Constitution.'
To date, no challenge of these Massachusetts island county
representational practices has been carried to the United States
Supreme Court.
Elimination of Distinctive Island County Representation by
House Cut of 1974. Like the unsuccessful initiative petition
measure which preceded it 2 , the House Cut Amendment (Art.
C1 of the Constitution, which is reprinted in full in Appendix
C of this report,	 repealed earlier constitutional language
assuring the island counties a continuation of their historic
distinctive representation in the House of Representatives.
Instead, it substituted an across-the-board mandate that the
House be composed of 160 representatives, each of whom is
elected from a single-member district containing "an equal
number of inhabitants, as nearly as may be."
This omission of the "island county guarantee" was not
accidental or unintentional, as this issue was debated in the
legislative constitutional convention of 1971, which gave first
agreement to the House Cut Amendment. The journals of the
convention's session on August 25, 1971, reveal that it adopted,
then reconsidered and rejected, an amendment to the pro-
posed House Cut Amendment, 3 offered by Representative
Arthur L. Desrocher of Nantucket, which would have required
that "the county of Dukes County and Nantucket County shall
each be a representative district." 4 The principal motive for
rejecting the Desrocher amendment was the convention's
concern that an "island county guarantee" within the context
of a 160-member House would result in insular district devia-
tions from the apportionment norm wholly unacceptable to the
federal courts.
1 Senate, No. 1604 of 1973, at pp. 28-29.
2 House, Nos. 3766 of 1968, and 300 of 1969.
3 Senate, No. 1553 of 1971.
4 Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Journal of the House of Representa-
tives — 1971. at pp. 2422 and 2425.
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For precisely these reasons, House Cut Amendment oppo-
nents argued, without success, that a reduction in the size of
the House from 240 to 160 members would create a whole new
legal situation, in which there would be no way of avoiding a
sacrifice of the traditional representational status of the two
island counties. As noted in a report of the Legislative Re-
search Council, such opponents ....
	
 further argued that the distinctive representation
now allowed to the two insular counties of Dukes and
Nantucket in the present 240-member House would have
to be sacrificed in the smaller 160-representative cham-
ber because of the conflicts with "one man, one vote"
requirements that would otherwise result. To restore
such distinctive insular representation in a 160-member
House, a further constitutional amendment would be
necessary to constitute part of Cape Cod and the two
island counties a multi-member district for the election
at-large of representatives on a "place" or "post" basis
requiring one of those legislators to be an island resi-
dent. Proponents of the 240-seat body call attention to
the severe constitutional difficulties encountered by the
State of Hawaii in trying to afford distinctive repre-
sentation to its less populous island counties under "one
man, one vote" standards applicable to its smaller 51-
member House of Representatives ....
	
 Proponents of the 240-member House protest that
that the reduction of the House of Representatives to
160 members would gravely jeopardize the present status
of the two islands so far as representation in the House
is concerned. For that reason, they favor retention of
the 240-member House and of its related apportionment
guarantee of one seat therein to each island county, as
more conducive to fair representation. They are hopeful
that the reasoning of the State Supreme Judicial Court
re the historic treatment of Nantucket and Dukes
Counties . . (in a 240-member House) . . will be con-
curred in by the federal courts, regardless of any re-
arrangements of mainland representative districts which
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the courts might require in the future.'
In 1964, the Federal District Court in Honolulu refused to
accept arguments of tradition and island county uniqueness
as justification for senatorial districts in Hawaii which ranged
from as much as 34% below to over 90% above the senate
apportionment norm; however, that court upheld, as reason-
able within Hawaii's island county context, a plan of county-
oriented representative districts varying from approximately
28% below to 12% above the apportionment norm of Hawaii's
House of Representatives. 2 This finding was sustained by the
United States Supreme Court in 1966. 3 Thereafter, in 1970,
the Federal District Court approved another revision of
Hawaii's legislative districts, under the new state constitution
of 1968, wherein representative districts varied from 16.1%
below to 15.3% above the House apportionment norm, while
senatorial districts fluctuated from 5.9% below to 23.5% above
the Senate apportionment norm. 4 Hawaii has a small legisla-
ture of 25 senators and 51 representatives, to represent a small
state population which numbered not more than 632,772 in
1960 and 769,913 in 1970.
Conclusions of Joint Special Committee. In view of the legis-
lative history of the House Cut Amendment, and the federal
case law discussed above, the Joint Special Committee has
come very reluctantly to the conclusion that it is now con-
stitutionally impermissible for the General Court to tailor-
make either a single representative district for each island
county, or a single such district embracing both those counties.
Equal numbers of inhabitants, as nearly as may be, within
the constitutional guidelines discussed earlier in this report,
must be the controlling criterion for forming all 160 repre-
sentative districts.
Legislative Research Council, Changing the Size of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Census Basis of Legislative Redistricting, House, No.
7020 of 1973, 403 pp., at pp. 252, 294-295. (This document is now out of
print).
2 Holt v. Richardson, 238 F. Supp. 468 (1964) and 240 F. Supp. 724, 727 and
729 (1965).
3 Burns v. Richardson, 384 U.S. 73 (1966).
4 Burns v. Gill, 316 F. Supp. 1285 (1970).
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Should we depart from that mandate in the substantial
degree which distinctive island county representation would
cause in the smaller House, we would jeopardize the validity
of the entire House Redistricting Plan, thus inviting all the
confusion, turmoil, struggle and public inconvenience which
challenges to that plan in the courts would surely bring. Our
higher duty to the General Court and the people requires a
more responsible approach to our task. There is no such thing
as a "perfect" map of legislative districts, as some political or
other inconvenience to some area or group is inescapable,
given geographical and other realities. However, we believe
that most of our fellow legislators and other knowledgeable
citizens will agree with us that the courts — especially the
federal courts — would stress population-equality more, and
the political wishes of areas and their legislators less, than the
General Court customarily does, if the legislative redistricting
issue is dumped in the laps of the judiciary by reason of the
failure of the General Court to produce a constitutional plan
or any plan at all by the constitutionally-mandated deadline.
The hazards and pitfalls of designing one or two extra-
ordinary under-populated districts for a 160-member House
of Representatives extend further.
On the basis of case law elsewhere, we are of the opinion
that the federal courts will find unpersuasive the contention
that the inhabitants of the island counties will be "without
representation" if included in a representative district con-
taining Cape Cod towns. Since the abandonment of town-based
representation in the General Court in 1857, a revival of which
would not be countenanced under the "one man, one vote"
criteria of the Federal Constitution, many small mainland
towns have been long grouped together in representative and
senatorial districts, without anyone's suggesting seriously that
this deprived their inhabitants of representation in the General
Court. The island county towns are not the only communities
in the Commonwealth which can claim "uniqueness" or special
needs requiring the attention of the General Court. Moreover,
the island counties have been grouped with mainland towns
(usually, those on Cape Cod) in a senatorial district for over
a century without untoward results in terms of Senate concern
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for island county needs. As long as the representative districts
in which the islands are placed are within tolerable inhabitant
variations from the House apportionment norm, and access to
the franchise remains easy, the contention of "no representa-
tion" is of dubious merit so far as federal judicial case law is
concerned.
Furthermore, in discussing the "isolation" or "remoteness"
of the island counties from the mainland, one must keep one's
sense of perspective. Massachusetts is a relatively small, com-
pact state which, with its land area of 7,826 square miles,
ranks 45th in geographical size among the states of the nation,
leaving 44 of the 50 states which are larger in area. At dis-
tances of five and 27 miles offshore from Cape Cod respec-
tively, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket islands are hardly
"remote" given modern forms of transportation and communi-
cation. Equal or greater "remoteness" can be argued for
island communities in other states, such as Alaska, California,
Florida, Hawaii, Michigan, New York, North Carolina, and
Washington. Judicially, the population-equality standard has
been held paramount in those jurisdictions. Modern transpor-
tation and communications systems have brought the Massa-
chusetts island county populations much closer to the State
House than was true of many rural towns west of Worcester
in the last cenutry.
Finally, with 160 members, the Massachusetts House of
Representatives will still be one of the largest such bodies in
the nation. Only five other states now have Houses of Repre-
sentatives with more than 160 members, namely: New Hamp-
shire (400), Pennsylvania (203), Georgia (180), Illinois (177),
and Missouri (163). Smaller Houses of Representatives thus
prevail in the remaining 44 states, including such jurisdictions
as California and Texas, where the resulting representative
districts far exceed those of Massachusetts in population and
territory on either the 160-member or 240-member basis. As
indicated in Table 6, at least 13 states have larger ratios of
population per state representative, based on the 1970 federal
decennial census, than the 36,184 inhabitants per representa-
tive apportionment norm of our proposed plan of 160 districts
for the Massachusetts House of Representatives.
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Table 6. States With Population per State Representative Ratios
in Excess of 40,000, Based on 1970 Federal Decennial Census'
Name of
State
No. of State
Representatives
Average Population
per State Rep.
California 80 249,661
New York 150 121,608
Ohio 99 107,596
New Jersey 80 89,639
Michigan 110 80,751
Texas 150 74,645
Illinois 177 62,791
Pennsylvania 203 58,115
Florida 120 56,591
Indiana 100 51,936
Virginia 100 46,485
Wisconsin 99 44,626
North Carolina 120 42,350
Source: Council of State Governments, The Book of the States, 1976-1977,
Vol. XXI, Lexington, Ky., 1976, 673 pp.; Tables 4 and 5, at pp. 44-45.
In many of the above 13 states, remote rural communities,
and in some of their island communities, are "submerged" in
geographically large state representative districts, to meet
"one man, one vote" standards mandated by the state and
federal courts. Accordingly, we are not at all hopeful that
these standards could be bent sufficiently for a state of the
modest size of Massachusetts to permit distinctive island
county representation in the 160-member House.
Apportioning the 80-Seat "Loss Among Parties and Others
The House Cut Amendment reduces the membership of the
House of Representatives by 80 seats, or one-third of its
present 240 members, to reach the new size of 160 members.
It was, therefore, the view of your Joint Special Committee
that fairness requires an across-the-board proportional
"sharing" of this 80-seat "loss" by all political parties, ethnic
groups and others, as nearly as this can be arranged in a prac-
tical sense. The Committee has drawn its proposed House Re-
districting Plan accordingly.
Sharing of Seat Loss by the Two Major Political Parties. Of
the 240 state representatives elected for this session, there
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were 194 Democrats (80.8%), 43 Republicans (17.9%), and
three Independents (9.2%).
In the proposed House Redistricting Plan, every effort has
been made, so far as practicable, to preserve the existing per-
centages of House seats held by the two major political
parties. Precise forecasts of the actual 1978 election results
are impossible because of the many unpredictable factors
that enter into legislative contests, especially those occurring
in the wake of a redistricting necessitated by a sharp reduc-
tion in the number of representatives to be elected. Incum-
bent representatives, and their challengers in party primaries
and the state	 biennial election, will find their fortunes
affected seriously, in the larger districts required by the
160-member House, by the ethnic, social and economic com-
plexion of their enlarged constituencies. We anticipate a con-
tinuation of the tendency of Massachusetts voters in some
areas to disregard party labels in selecting their state repre-
sentatives, so that districts with majority registrations of
one party return a representative of the opposite party, or
even an Independent. Equally obviously, local electorates
which adhere to party lines in state elections will continue to
do so, with more predictable results.
Subject to these caveats, we expect that the heavily Demo-
cratic electorate of Massachusetts will place Democratic
candidates in approximately 129 of the 160 House seats
(80.6%), while the Republican party gains about 29 such
seats (18.1%), assuming that both major parties campaign
vigorously on popular platforms with attractive candidates.
Conceivably, as in the past, Independent candidates may
capture a seat or two at the expense of one or the other of
the major parties.
Non-White v. White Districts. In 1973, this Joint Special
Committee made a conscious effort, substantially endorsed
in the House Redistricting Act of 1973 (c. 326), to design a
number of non-White representative districts roughly re-
flecting the proportions of non-White to White populations
statewide and in the affected urban areas.
The use of such racial or ethnic "quota systems" by a state
legislature to assure a proportional voice for racial or ethnic
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populations concentrated in given areas of the state has been
sustained in recent opinions of the United States Supreme
Court, which has ruled that such valid uses of racial criteria
are not confined to eliminating the effects of past discrimina-
tory districting or apportionment. Racial quotas may
	 be
employed to alleviate the consequences of racial-bloc voting
at the polls, and to achieve a fair allocation of political power
between White and non-White voters in the region of the
state involved. A district formed to include a majority of
non-Whites and a minority of Whites does not cancel out
	
impermissibly the voting strength of the latter if (a)	 the
White voters have access to the polls and can participate in
the political life of the district, (b) Whites are able to elect
on a statewide basis approximately their proportionate share
of all state legislators, and (c) the district conforms to con-
stitutional standards as to population variations per legisla-
tors, contiguity of territory, and so on.1
Neither the state decennial census of 1971, nor that of
1975, provided a racial or ethnic breakdown of "inhabitant"
However, that information on a federal census basis was
	
furnished by the 1970 federal decennial census: of	 the
statistics for the Commonwealth or its political subdivisions.
5,668,903 Massachusetts residents then enumerated, 5,484,685
	
(96.41%) were White, 173,376 (3.05%) were Black, 	 and
30,842 (0.54%) belonged to other non-White ethnic groups
(Chinese, Filipino, et al.). In addition, of the 5,668,903
Massachusetts residents aforesaid, 64,860 (1.14%) scattered
through all three of those racial cate gories were also Spanish-
speaking.
In consequence of these 1973 redistricting arrangements,
the present 240-member House of Representatives contains
seven Black legislators (2.9% of the total membership in
contrast with the 3.05% Black share of the total 1970 state
population). These seven Black representatives include —
Four elected from as many predominantly Black
representative districts in the Roxbury-North Dorches-
Beer v. United States, 425 U.S. 130 (1976); United Jewish Organizations
of Williamsburgh, Inc., v. Carey, S. Crt. Slip. Op. No. 75-104, 45 LW 4221
(1977).
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ter area of the City of Boston.
One elected from a representative district in that area
of Boston, which has closely balanced White and non-
White populations.
One elected from a predominantly Black representa-
tive district in the City of Springfield.
One elected from a predominantly White representa-
tive district in the City of Cambridge.
The largest non-White population concentration in the
Commonwealth is in Boston, whose 1970 population of
641,071 included 524,709 Whites (81.8%) and 116,362 non-
Whites (18.2%). Currently, voters in representative districts
entirely or mostly in Boston have elected 27 representatives,
of whom five (18.5%) are Black. In the City of Springfield,
non-White residents numbered 21,387 (13.1%) of the 163,905
people counted in that municipality by the 1970 federal
decennial census, and elect one (14.2%) of the seven state
representatives chosen from predominantly Springfield dis-
tricts. In addition to the foregoing, the present 240-member
House includes one legislator of Cape Verdean ancestry who
has been elected from a mixed racial district in the City of
New Bedford, which has significant Portuguese, Cape Ver-
dean and Black neighborhoods. Thus, the House Redistrict-
ing Act of 1973, through its use of racial quota factors, has
achieved a remarkably fair degree of representation for
these ethnic and racial minorities.
Our proposed House Redistricting Plan in Appendix A
seeks to repeat this performance as nearly as may be, within
the context of the more populous, geographically larger repre-
sentative districts required for the smaller 160-member
House of Representatives.
That plan will reduce the number of predominantly non-
White representative districts from five to three, including
two such districts in Boston, and one in Springfield. In
another three representative districts with very large non-
White minorities, it is estimated that non-White candidates
will have a competitive chance for election, assuming that
they mount their appeal across racial lines in an effective
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manner. Hence, the Joint Special Committee anticipates that
a minimum of five members (3.1%) and possibly as many as
eight members (5%) will comprise the non-White delegation
in the 160-member House of Representatives.
In the judgment of the Joint Special Committee, the for-
mation of these non-White representative districts is neces-
sary to further the standing state policy of diminishing the
effects of past and present racial discrimination, and to in-
crease the responsiveness of state government to the acute
needs of urban "ghetto" populations which suffer from a
disproportionate burden of poverty.
Far more than more fortunate parts of the population, the
residents of our urban "ghettoes" depend upon their state
representative to serve them as an "ombudsman" in obtain-
ing the assistance of the General Court and of state admin-
istrative agencies in respect to state-administered, or state
supervised, educational, welfare, public health, mental health,
housing, employment, and development programs being
carried on in urban areas.
Furthermore, in Boston and Springfield, urban "ghetto"
inhabitants have representational problems at the local
government level which arise from city charter provisions
mandating the wholly at-large election of city councillors
and school committee members, rather than a "ward" basis
for electing some or all of these city officials. Reportedly,
these problems are present, but not acute, in Springfield,
because non-Whites have been successful in winning elections
to the city council and school committee from time to time.
However, in Boston the decade-long, bitter conflict between
the non-White community and the White city "establish-
ment" over school desegregation and other matters has
polarized city politics along racial lines, substantially pre-
cluding the possibility of the election of non-Whites to the
all at-large city council and school committee.
Hence, in both cities, the non-White populations have
turned to their non-White state representatives, as the only
public officers of stature elected from their areas, to speak
for their communities in dealing with the city government,
and to be "ombudsmen" in obtaining desired city services.
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Treatment of Incumbent Legislators
It has been urged upon this Committee, as on other com-
mittees before it, that a redistricting plan is "good" only if
drawn without "selfish" regard to either the desire of in-
cumbent legislators to be re-elected, or to the wishes of local
officials and constituencies to "gerrymander" legislative dis-
tricts to their own perceived advantages. Implicit in this
argument is what we might call the Madame Guillotine or
Queen of Hearts criterion of excellence, whereby the quality
of any redistricting scheme is to be measured first and fore-
most in terms of the numbers of "incumbent" heads made
to roll.
We have taken a more sober view of our responsibility,
which is to devise a constitutionally-valid House Redistrict-
ing Plan capable of enactment in time for the 1978 elections.
Doing this has, and will continue, to require much negotia-
tion among competing political and community interests
without whose collective majority consent no plan will
become law in the General Court. All this must take place
against the painful background necessity of saying "farewell"
to 80 incumbent state representatives out of 240, none of
whom is anxious to be in the company of departees.
That incumbent legislators should ask consideration of
their seniority and party loyalty is not strange in a society
where the "last-in-first-out" principle, job security, recogni-
tion of loyalty, and performance rating are accepted as right
and fair in the civil service and in private employment. The
voters have decided to reduce the number of state repre-
sentatives employed by them, and have left the implementa-
tion of that "reduction in force" to the General Court. That
this should be done in a fair way is implicit. In the final
analysis, the electorate will determine who shall occupy the
160 seats in the smaller House, not this Joint Special Com-
mittee.
The state and federal constitutions, as interpreted by the
courts, neither protect nor outlaw incumbency as a con-
sideration in the legislative redistricting process. Constitu-
tional issues arise only if districts fail to meet population,
contiguity or other constitutional standards, in an effort to
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perpetrate a gerrymander on behalf of an incumbent or in-
cumbents. Other than this, "incumbency" is a political issue,
to be settled in the political arena. Whether a legislative
redistricting plan is fair or unfair in its handling of the in-
cumbent question is a matter of opinion and of degree.
The House Redistricting Plan submitted by us is neither
an "incumbent eradication act" nor an "incumbent insurance
act," as is readily evident from the statistics appearing in the
following Table 7. Of the 160 proposed new House districts,
71 includes the places of residence of more than one incum-
bent state representative. Another 87 of the 160 House dis-
tricts embrace the home of but one present state representa-
tive. And the two remaining districts contain the homes of
no incumbent state representatives. This data does not take
into account the obvious probability that new non-incumbent
challengers will seek election in many of the 160 new House
districts as political issues continue to boil.
Moreover, in designing this plan of 160 House districts,
the Joint Special Committee has not spared legislative
leaders. Of the 23 House chairmen of legislative committees,
14 will face other incumbent state representatives in their
new districts. Similar competition also confronts the Speaker,
Majority Whip and House Redistricting Chairman, the Minor-
ity Leader and the Assistant Minority Whip. In addition,
many incumbent state representatives must settle for House
districts quite different from those they had proposed to
this Joint Special Committee, as we give greater weight to
constitutional factors, the proposals of other legislators, and
the expressed wishes of community leaders and civic groups.
Finally, our Committee also took into consideration the con-
cern of many local communities whose leaders and civic
groups are satisfied with the performance of their present
state representatives, and were anxious that their local voters
retain the chance to continue those individuals in office.
At the time of the writing of this report, four special elec-
tions were pending to fill vacancies caused by resignations and
death. Other vacancies may occur during the current legis-
lative session as well. Obviously, these events will alter the
foregoing figures slightly.
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Table 7. Distribution of 211 0 Incumbent State Representatives
Among 160 Representative Districts of New Smaller House of
Representatives, According to Their Present Residences
No. of Districts for
Category	 160-Member	 House
New Districts With More Than One Resident Incumbent
Democrat vs. Democrat 	  48
Republican vs. Republican 	  5
Democrat vs. Republican 	
 10
Democrat vs. Independent 	  1
Democrat vs. Democrat vs. Democrat 	
 4
Democrat vs. Democrat vs. Republican 	
 2
Republican vs. Republican vs. Independent 
	
 1
Total	 71
New District With Only One Resident Incumbent
Democrat 	
 68
Republican 	
 18
Independent 	
 1
Total
	 87
(c) Non-Incumbent Districts
Probably Democratic 	
 2
Total	 2
Grand Total	 160
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CHAPTER IV
BROAD CONSULTATIVE BASIS OF PROPOSED
HOUSE REDISTRICTING PLAN
Just over two years ago, the Joint Special Committee on the
Redistricting of the General Court and Executive Council was
revived and continued to do the difficult job of redrawing
district lines to meet the new requirements of the House Cut
Amendment which eliminates 80 House seats from the old
240-member chamber that had existed for over a century.
The new plan of House districts proposed by the Committee,
like any other legislative measure, must be given a full and
complete series of readings before the House and Senate, and
then be approved by the Governor before becoming law. Within
that process, there exists the mechanism for amendments,
corrections and changes. But whatever the final outcome, the
ultimate product cannot be altered substantially because we
are dealing with the finality of hard numbers. Eighty districts
must go, period! Furthermore, in this process the Legislature
is not talking about 160 House members sacrificing 80 of their
colleagues. It is really the reverse; because of the way con-
tiguous districts are affected, when 80 seats are eliminated,
half the remaining seats (80) are affected in a major way
while the balance (80 more seats) are less affected, theo-
retically.
Realizing all of this, the Joint Special Committee recognized
at the outset that it could not succeed in its mission without
the confidence, good will, cooperation and votes of the mem-
bership of both branches of the General Court, and most par-
ticularly of those men and women serving in the House of
Representatives who will be most adversely affected by the
redistricting. Moreover, the Committee also appreciated the
legitimate concern which local officials, state and local civic
organizations, individual communities, and the general public
have in any redistricting plan. Hence, the Committee con-
tinued its past practice of conferring broadly with numerous
individuals and organizations in an attempt to gather infor-
mation and views relevant to its assigned task.
Full use was made of the services of the Legislative Research
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Bureau, the Counsel to the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives, the staff of the Joint Committee on Election Laws,
the Local Election Districts Review Commission, and the
Census Division and Election Division of the Department of
the State Secretary. Numerous inquiries were also directed
to city and town clerks and election commissions. The Joint
Special Committee is most grateful to these and other authori-
ties for their generous cooperation and advice.
As a result of its research and negotiations, the Joint Special
Committee published a tentative House Redistricting Plan on
January 7, 1977, which was the subject of a press conference
at that time, and subsequently of seven evening public hear-
ings held, as follows, on a "county" basis:
January 13, 1977, re Barnstable, Dukes, Nantucket and
Plymouth Counties, Barnstable, Mass.
January 20, 1977, re Berkshire County, Pittsfield, Mass.
January 27, 1977, re Worcester County, Worcester, Mass.
February 3, 1977, re Bristol County, Taunton, Mass.
February 10, 1977, re Franklin, Hampden and Hampshire
Counties, Springfield, Mass.
February 11k, 1977, re Suffolk County, Boston, Mass.
February 15, 1977, re Essex, Middlesex and Norfolk
Counties, Boston, Mass.
Both before and after the release of the above tentative plan
of House districts, the public was made aware of the work and
possible recommendations of this Joint Special Committee
through countless newspaper interviews, conversations with
local civic and political office holders, speeches made by Com-
mittee members before boards of selectmen, city councils, and
civic organizations, and a general "open door" policy which
welcomed all interested citizens who inquired as to your Com-
mittee's progress or who desired to present alternative pro-
posals or suggestions, which resulted in the public being aware
of its probable recommendations long before this report was
written.
No attempt was ever made, or even considered, to conduct
the Committee's work in a less than open manner. On the
contrary, the tremendous public interest and media discussion,
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involving in specifiic detail the description of representative
districts throughout the Commonwealth, could not have been
possible if the work of this Committee was not being fully and
freely reported periodically to all concerned.
Thus, whether one agrees or disagrees with our proposed
plan of 160 House districts set forth in Appendix A, there can
be little question that our Committee followed the principle
of "open government" in this redistricting process.
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CHAPTER V.
ADEQUATE FINANCING OF REPRESENTATION
IN LARGER HOUSE DISTRICTS
Present Expense Allowances of Massachusetts Legislators
At the present time, the statute which establishes the
expense allowances of state legislators in Massachusetts takes
into consideration the distance between each such legislator's
home and the State House, but makes no distinction based on
either the number of people he must represent or the geo-
graphical area over which these people are distributed, (G.L. c.
3, s. 9B). Thus, a state senator who now must serve six times
as many constituents as a state representative, receives no
different expense allowance treatment. And under the House
Cut Amendment, House members will — unless the statute is
changed — receive expense allowances on the same basis, even
though their constituencies will increase one-third in people
and, in insular and rural areas, by much greater territorial
dimensions.
Currently, the expense allowances of members of the Gen-
eral Court are composed of two major elements.
First, each legislator receives a general expense allowance
of $1,200 per annum, paid to him at the rate of $100 per month
while the General Court is in session, with the residue being
paid in a lump sum upon the prorogation of that body.
Secondly, each legislator receives a per diem allowance for
mileage, meals and lodging on a "zone" basis, which increases
from a minimum of $2.00 per diem for legislators resident in
the City of Boston and nearby communities, to a maximum of
$32 per diem for legislators resident in Nantucket, as follows
(the zone descriptions are our own) :
Zone I.	 ($2.00 per diem)
Arlington Dedham Milton Wakefield
Belmont EVERETT NEWTON WALTHAM
BOSTON Lexington QUINCY Watertown
Brookline MALDEN REVERE Winchester
CAMBRIDGE MEDFORD SOMERVILLE Winthrop
CHELSEA MELROSE Stoneham WOBURN
Franklin
Georgetown
Halifax
Hamilton
Hopkinton
Ipswich
LAWRENCE
LOWELL
Maynard
Medway
N. Andover
Norwell
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Zone II.
Braintree
Burlington
Canton
Dover
Holbrook
LYNN
($2.50 per diem)
Lynn field
Nahant
Needham
Norwood
Randolph
Reading
Swampscott
Wellesley
Weston
Westwood
Weymouth
Wilmington
Zone III. ($4.00 per diem)
Abington
Acton
Andover
Ashland
Avon
Bedford
BEVERLY
Billerica
BROCKTON
Carlisle
Cohasset
Concord
Danvers
E. Bridgewater
Easton
Framingham
Hanover
Hanson
Hingham
Holliston
Hull
Lincoln
Manchester
Mansfield
Marblehead
Medfield
Middleton
Millis
Natick
Norfolk
N. Reading
PEABODY
Rockland
SALEM
Saugus
Sharon
Zone IV. ($5.00 per diem)
Bellingham
Boxborough
Bridgewater
Chelmsford
Essex
Foxborough
Zone V. ($6.00 per
Ayer
Blackstone
Boxford
Dracut
Duxbury
GLOUCESTER
Groveland
Zone VI. ($17.50
Acushnet
Amesbury
Ashby
ATTLEBORO
Auburn
Berkley
Berlin
Bolton
Boylston
Carver
Clinton
diem)
HAVERHILL
Hopedale
Hudson
Kingston
Littleton
MARLBOROUGH
Marshfield
per diem)
FITCHBURG
Freetown
Grafton
Groton
Harvard
Holden
Lakeville
Lancaster
Leicester
LEOMINSTER
Lunenburg
Methuen
Middleborough
Milford
Norton
Plainville
Plympton
Rockport
NEW BEDFORD
Newbury
NEWBURYPORT
N. Attleborough
Northborough
Northbridge
Oakham
Oxford
Paxton
Pepperell
Plymouth
Rowley
Tyngsborough
Westborough
Westford
Seekonk
Shirley
Shrewsbury
Somerset
Sterling
Sutton
Swansea
TAUNTON
Townsend
Upton
Uxbridge
Sherborn
Stoughton
Sudbury
Tewksbury
Topsfield
Walpole
Wayland
Wenham
W. Bridgewater
Whitman
Wrentham
Pembroke
Scituate
Southborough
Stow
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Dighton Marion Princeton Wareham
Douglas Mattapoisett Raynham Webster
Dudley Mendon Rehoboth W. Boylston
Dunstable Merrimac Rochester Westminster
Fairhaven Millbury Rutland W. Newbury
FALL RIVER	 Millville
Zone VII	 ($19.00 per diem)
Salisbury WORCESTER
Ashburnham E. Brookfield N. Brookfield Wales
Athol Eastham Orange Ware
Barnstable Erving Orleans Warren
Barre Falmouth Palmer Warwick
Belchertown GARDNER Petersham Wendell
Bourne Hardwick Phillipston W. Brookfield
Brewster Harwich Royalston Westport
Brimfield Holland Sandwich W. Springfield
Brookfield Hubbardston Southbridge Wilbraham
Charlton Mashpee Spencer Winchendon
Chatham Monson SPRINGFIELD Yarmouth
Dartmouth New Braintree Sturbridge
Dennis New Salem Templeton
Zone VIII. ($20.00 per diem)
Agawam Gill Longmeadow Southampton
Amherst Granby Ludlow S. Hadley
Bernardston Granville Montague Southwick
Blandford Greenfield Montgomery Sunderland
Buckland Hadley NORTHAMPTON Truro
CHICOPEE Hampden Northfield Wellfleet
Colrain Hatfield Pelham Westhampton
Conway HOLYOKE Provincetown Whitely
Deerfield Huntington Russell Williamsburg
E. Longmeadow Leverett Shelburne
Easthampton Leyden Shutesbury
Zone IX. ($22.00 per diem)
Ashfield
Charlemont
Chester
Chesterfield
Cummington
Florida
Goshen
Hawley
Heath
Middlefield
Rowe
Tolland
Worthington
Zone X. ($23.00 per diem)
Monroe	 Plainfield
Zone XI. ($24.00 per diem)
Becket	 Dalton
Clarksburg	 Hinsdale
Zone XII. ($25.00 per diem)
PITTSFIELD	 Windsor
Washington
New Ashford
N. ADAMS
Peru
Williamstown
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Zone XIII. ($26.50
Adams
Cheshire
Hancock
Zone XIV. ($28.00
Chilmark
Edgartown
Gay Head
per diem)
Lanesborough
Lee
Lenox
per diem)
Gosnold
Oak Bluffs
Otis
Richmond
Savoy
W. Stockbridge
Stockbridge	 W. Tisbury
Tisbury
Tyringham
Zone XV. ($30.00 per diem)
Alford	 Great Barrington
Egremont	 Monterey
Zone XVI. ($32.00 per diem)
Nantucket
Mt. Washington	 Sandisfield
New Marlborough Sheffield
Geographical Dimensions of New House Districts
With the reduction to 160 members in the House of Repre-
sentatives, each state representative will represent more
people, and have more territory to cover in serving his en-
larged constituency.
In urban and suburban areas, which are densely populated,
such representative districts will experience only a modest
expansion territorially. In such cases, the individual repre-
senting that district will be able to telephone constituents in
any part of his district at the lower short-distance local rate.
In addition, the urban or suburban legislator will continue
to have the ability to travel easily about his district by public
transit or by his own auto, to meet with local officials and
citizens of communities he represents. It is probable that
state representatives whose districts include depressed urban
neighborhoods will be called upon to help proportionately
more persons per day than their colleagues elected from the
suburbs, where the nature of a state representative's daily
workload is quite different.
The most profound geographical effect of the smaller
160-member House of Representatives will be felt in the Cape
Cod Islands area of the Commonwealth, and in sparsely-
settled rural areas west of Worcester.
The proposed Cape and Islands District, which includes the
two island counties and six towns of Barnstable County of
Cape Cod, extends for a distance of over 45 miles eastward
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from Cuttyhawk Island in Gosnold (the Elizabeth Islands) to
Monomoy Point on Cape Cod, thence 45 miles north to Pro-
vincetown. In all, it will include four component territories
and their populations, separated by the Atlantic Ocean, and
reachable from one another only by ferry or air line service:
(a) the Elizabeth Islands, (b) Martha's Vineyard Island, (c)
Nantucket Island, and (d) Outer Cape Cod. Manifestly, the
legislator chosen to serve that representative district will be
faced with higher telephone costs and with formidable prob-
lems in getting about his district to see his constituents and
to attend conferences and public affairs. Similarly, his con-
stituents will experience extraordinary difficulties in trying
to find him, through no fault of his own.
On the mainland, serious, though less dramatic, impedi-
ments will exist in providing proper, accessible representation
to the inhabitants of certain geographically-large districts of
rural Massachusetts. Among the three largest of these rural
representative districts, in our House Redistricting Plan, are
the following:
Name of District	 No. of Towns Approximate Dimensions
First Franklin	 22	 40 mi. x 40 mi.
Fourth Berkshire	 19	 27 mi. x 30 mi.
Second Franklin	 12	 18 mi. x 24 mi.
As in the instance of the Cape and Islands District described
previously, the representative will have to spend more on each
telephone call, due to the distances over which his constituents
are scattered. Unlike his Cape Islands colleague, he will be
able to cover his district wholly by auto or (if it is available)
public transportation, but he will have to cover longer
distances than an urban or suburban legislator. His travel and
telephone expenses will tend to approximate those of a sena-
tor.
Further Study Recommended
Because it is obvious that the present allowances to legisla-
tors for their travel and other official expenses are going to
be inadequate for certain House members, and may well be
inadequate now for senators with geographically-large dis-
tricts, we propose the joint order, printed in Appendix B,
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which would direct that this subject be studied further by
your Joint Special Committee.
We attach particular importance to solving the question of
proper expense allowances for the representative who will
represent the Cape and Islands District serving the two island
counties and the outer Cape, so that there will be adequate
access both ways between him and his constituents. Among
the proposals so far suggested for our examination are (a) the
granting of funds to this legislator to maintain a field office,
manned by a staff aide, in two of the three separated counties
of his district, (b) supplementary telephone allowances, and
(c) an air transportation allowance for a limited number of
flights by air taxi within the district during the year. Similar
arrangements may also be in order for the state senator who
represents these island and mainland communities together.
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy-seven.
AN ACT DIVIDING THE COMMONWEALTH INTO 160 STATE REPRE-
SENTATIVE DISTRICTS.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General
Court assembled and by the authority of the same, as follows:
1 SECTION 1.	 Chapter 57 of the General Laws is hereby
2 amended by striking out Section 4, as most recently amended
3 by Section 1 of Chapter 326 of the Acts of 1973, and by in-
4 serting in place thereof the following section:
5 Section 4. For the purpose of choosing representatives in
6 the general court until the next decennial division of the corn-
7 monwealth into representative districts, the commonwealth is
8 divided, conformably with Article CI of the Articles of Amend-
9 ment of the Constitution, into the one hundred and sixty
10 following representative districts:
11	 Barnstable and Islands (4)
12 First Barnstable — Consisting of the towns of Brewster,
13 Dennis, Harwich and Yarmouth, all in the County of Barn-
14 stable.
15 Second Barnstable -- Consisting of the towns of Barnstable
16 and Sandwich, all in the County of Barnstable.
17 Third Barnstable — Consisting of the towns of Bourne, Fal-
18 mouth and Mashpee, all in the County of Barnstable.
19 Cape and Islands — Consisting of the towns of Chatham,
20 Eastham, Orleans, Provincetown, Truro and Wellfleet, all in
21 the County of Barnstable; the towns of Chilmark, Edgartown,
22 Gay Head, Gosnold, Oak Bluffs, Tisbury and West Tisbury, all
23 in the County of Dukes; and the town of Nantucket in the
24 County of Nantucket.
25	 Berkshire (4)
26 First Berkshire — Consisting of the towns of Adams,
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27 Cheshire, Clarksburg, Florida, Savoy and Windsor, and the
28 City of North Adams, all in the County of Berkshire.
29 Second Berkshire — Consisting of the towns of Dalton,
30 Hancock, Lanesborough, New Ashford and Williamstown, and
31 all precincts of Wards one and two, and precinct C of Ward
32 seven, of the City of Pittsfield, all in the County of Berkshire.
33 Third Berkshire — Consisting of all precincts of Wards
34 three, four, five and six, and precincts A and B of Ward seven,
35 of the City of Pittsfield, in the County of Berkshire.
36 Fourth Berkshire — Consisting of the towns of Alford,
37 Becket, Egremont, Great Barrington, Hinsdale, Lee, Lenox,
38 Monterey, Mount Washington, New Marlborough, Otis, Peru,
39 Richmond, Sandisfield, Sheffield, Stockbridge, Tyringham,
40 Washington and West Stockbridge, all in the County of Berk-
41 shire.
42	 Bristol (14)
43 First Bristol — Consisting of the towns of Easton, Mans-
44 field and Norton, all in the County of Bristol.
45 Second Bristol — Consisting of the City of Attleboro, in the
46 County of Bristol.
47 Third Bristol — Consisting of all precincts of Ward one,
48 Precinct A of Ward two, all precincts of Ward three, precincts
49 B and C of Ward four, precincts B and C of Ward five, and
50 all precincts of Wards six, seven and eight, of the City of
51 Taunton, in the County of Bristol.
52 Fourth Bristol — Consisting of the towns of Rehoboth,
53 Seekonk and Swansea, all in the County of Bristol.
54 Fifth Bristol — Consisting of all precincts of Ward three,
55 and precincts C, D and E of Ward four, of the City of Fall
56 River, and the towns of Dighton and Somerset, all in the
57 County of Bristol.
58 Sixth Bristol — Consisting of all precincts of Wards seven,
59 eight and nine, of the City of Fall River, in the County of
60 Bristol.
61 Seventh Bristol — Consisting of all precincts of Wards one
62 and two, of the City of Fall River, in the County of Bristol.
63 Eighth Bristol — Consisting of precincts A, B and F of
64 Ward four, all precincts of Wards five and six, of the City
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65 of Fall River, and the town of Westport, all in the County of
66 Bristol.
67 Ninth Bristol — Consisting of the towns of Berkley, Dart-
68 mouth and Freetown, all in the County of Bristol, and the
69 town of Lakeville, in the County of Plymouth.
70 Tenth Bristol — Consisting of the towns of Acushnet and
71 Fairhaven, all in the County of Bristol, and the towns of
72 Rochester, Marion and Mattapoisett, all in the County of
73 Plymouth.
74 Eleventh Bristol — Consisting of all precincts of Ward one,
75 and precincts A, B, C, D, E, F, G, I and J of Ward two, of the
76 City of New Bedford, in the County of Bristol.
77 Twelfth Bristol — Consisting of precinct H of Ward two,
78 all precincts of Ward three, and precincts A, B, C, E, F, G, H
79 and I of Ward four, of the City of New Bedford, in the County
80 of Bristol.
81 Thirteenth Bristol — Consisting of precinct D of Ward four,
82 and all precincts of Wards five and six, of the City of New
83 Bedford, in the County of Bristol.
84 Fourteenth Bristol — Consisting of the towns of Foxborough
85 and Plainville, all in the County of Norfolk, and the town of
86 North Attleborough, in the County of Bristol.
87	 Essex (17)
88 First Essex — Consisting of the towns of Amesbury and
89 Salibsury, and the City of Newburyport, all in the County of
90 Essex.
91 Second Essex — Consisting of Ward three of the City of
92 Haverhill, and the towns of Georgetown, Groveland, Merrimac,
93 Newbury, Rowley and West Newbury, all in the County of
94 Essex.
95 Third Essex — Consisting of all precincts of Wards one, two
96 and four, of the City of Haverhill, in the County of Essex.
97 Fourth Essex — Consisting of the towns of Boxford, Essex,
98 Hamilton, Ipswich, Middleton, Topsfield and Wenham, all in
99 the County of Essex.
100 Fifth Essex — Consisting of the City of Gloucester, and the
101 towns of Manchester and Rockport, all in the County of Essex.
102 Sixth Essex — Consisting of the City of Beverly, in the
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103 County of Essex.
104	 Seventh Essex — Consisting of the City of Salem, in the
105 County of Essex.
106	 Eighth Essex — Consisting of the towns of Marblehead and
107 Swampscott, all in the County of Essex.
108	 Ninth Essex — Consisting of precincts one, two and three
109 of Ward one, of the City of Lynn, and the town of Saugus, all
110 in the County of Essex.
111	 Tenth Essex — Consisting of precinct four of Ward one,
112 and all precincts of Wards two, three and four, of the City of
113 Lynn, in the County of Essex.
114	 Eleventh Essex — Consisting of all precincts of Wards five,
115 six and seven, of the City of Lynn, and the town of Nahant,
116 all in the County of Essex.
117	 Twelfth Essex — Consisting of precincts one, two, and three
118 of the town of Danvers, and all precincts of Wards one, two
119 and three, and precincts one and three of Ward four, of the
120 City of Peabody, all in the County of Essex.
121	 Thirteenth Essex — Consisting of precincts four, five, six,
122 seven, and eight of the Town of Danvers, and precinct two
123 of Ward four, and all precincts of Wards five and six, of the
124 City of Peabody, all in the County of Essex.
125	 Fourteenth Essex — Consisting of precincts one, two, three,
126 four, five, seven, eight, nine and ten of Ward six, of the City
127 of Lawrence, and the town of North Andover, all in the County
128 of Essex.
129	 Fifteenth Essex — Consisting of the town of Methuen, in
130 the County of Essex.
131	 Sixteenth Essex — Consisting of all precincts of Wards
132 one, two, three and four, and precincts one, three, six, and
133 seven of Ward five, of the City of Lawrence, in the County
134 of Essex.
135	 Seventeenth Essex — Consisting of the town of Andover,
136 and precincts two, four, five and eight of Ward five, and
137 precinct six of Ward six, of the City of Lawrence, all in the
138 County of Essex.
139	 Franklin (2)
140	 First Franklin — Consisting of the towns of Ashland,
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141 Buckland, Charlemont, Colrain, Conway, Deerfield, Hawley,
142 Heath, Monroe, Montague, Rowe, Shelburne, Sunderland and
143 Whately, all in the County of Franklin; and the towns of
144 Chesterfield, Cummington, Goshen, Huntington, Middlefield,
145 Plainfield, Williamsburg and Worthington, all in the County of
146 Hampshire.
147 Second Franklin — Consisting of the towns of Bernardston,
148 Erving, Gill, Greenfield, Leverett, Leyden, New Salem, North-
149 field, Orange, Shutesbury, Warwick and Wendell, all in the
150 County of Franklin.
151	 Hampden (13)
152 First Hampden — Consisting of the towns of Brimfield,
153 Holland, Monson, Palmer and Wales, all in the County of
154 Hampden; the town of Ware in the County of Hampshire; and
155 the towns of Hardwick and Petersham, all in the County of
156 Worcester.
157 Second Hampden — Consisting of the towns of East Long-
158 meadow, Hampden and Longmeadow, all in the County of
159 Hampden.
160 Third Hampden — Consisting of the towns of Agawam,
161 Blandford, Chester, Granville, Montgomery, Russell, South-
162 wick and Tolland, all in the County of Hampden.
163 Fourth Hampden — Consisting of the City of Westfield in
164 the County of Hampden.
165 Fifth Hampden — Consisting of precinct B of Ward one,
166 precinct C of Ward two, and all precincts of Wards three, four,
167 five, six and seven, of the City of Holyoke, in the County of
168 Hampden.
169 Sixth Hampden — Consisting of precinct A of Ward one,
170 and precincts A and B of Ward two, of the City of Holyoke,
171 and the town of West Springfield, all in the County of
172 Hampden.
173 Seventh Hampden — Consisting of the town of Ludlow, and
174 all precincts of Wards four, five and six of the City of
175 Chicopee, all in the County of Hampden.
176 Eighth Hampden — Consisting of all precincts of Wards
177 one, two, three, seven, eight and nine, of the City of Chicopee,
178 in the County of Hampden.
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179 Ninth Hampden — Consisting of all precincts of Wards one
180 and two, of the City of Springfield, in the County of Hampden.
181 Tenth Hampden — Consisting of all precincts of Wards three
182 and six, and precincts B and C of Ward seven, of the City of
183 Springfield, in the County of Hampden.
184 Eleventh Hampden — Consisting of precincts A, B, C, D, E,
185 F, G, J, K, L and M of Ward eight, of the City of Springfield,
186 in the County of Hampden.
187 Twelfth Hampden — Consisting of all precincts of Wards
188 four and five, and precincts A, G, H and J of Ward seven, of
189 the City of Springfield, in the County of Hampden.
190 Thirteenth Hampden — Consisting of precincts D, E, F, I
191 and K of Ward seven, precincts H and I of Ward eight, of the
192 City of Springfield, and the town of Wilbraham, all in the
193 County of Hampden.
194	 Hampshire (3)
195 First Hampshire — Consisting of the towns of Hatfield,
196 Southampton and Westhampton, and the City of Northampton,
197 all in the County of Hampshire.
198 Second Hampshire — Consisting of the towns of Easthamp-
199 ton, Hadley and South Hadley, all in the County of Hampshire.
200 Third Hampshire — Consisting of the towns of Amherst,
201 Belchertown, Granby and Pelham, all in the County of Hamp-
202 shire.
203	 Middlesex (39)
204 First Middlesex — Consisting of the towns of Ashby, Dun-
205 stable, Groton, Pepperell, Shirley and Townsend, all in the
206 County of Middlesex, and the town of Lunenburg, in the County
207 of Worcester.
208 Second Middlesex — Consisting of the towns of Ayer, Little-
209 ton and Westford, all in the County of Middlesex, and the
210 towns of Berlin, Bolton and Harvard, all in the County of
211 Worcester.
212 Third Middlesex — Consisting of the towns of Boxborough,
213 Hudson, Maynard and Stow, all in the County of Middlesex.
214 Fourth Middlesex — Consisting of the City of Marlborough
215 in the County of Middlesex, and the town of Southborough in
216 the County of Worcester.
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217 Fifth Middlesex -- Consisting of precinct three of the town
218 of Framingham, and the town of Natick, all in the County of
219 Middlesex.
220 Sixth Middlesex — Consisting of precincts one, two, four,
221 five, six, seven, eight, nine and ten of the town of Framing-
222 ham, in the County of Middlesex.
223 Seventh Middlesex — Consisting of the town of Ashland,
224 and precincts eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen
225 and seventeen, of the town of Framingham, all in the County
226 of Middlesex.
227 Eighth Middlesex — Consisting of the towns of Holliston,
228 Hopkinton and Sherborn, all in the County of Middlesex, and
229 the town of Medfield in the County of Norfolk.
230 Ninth Middlesex — Consisting of all precincts of Wards one,
231 two, three, four, six and seven, of the City of Waltham, in the
232 County of Middlesex.
233 Tenth Middlesex — Consisting of precincts one and four of
234 Ward one, precincts one and three of Ward two, precincts
235 one, three and four of Ward three, and precinct four of Ward
236 four, of the City of Newton, and all precincts of Wards five,
237 eight and nine, of the City of Waltham, all in the County of
238 Middlesex.
239 Eleventh Middlesex — Consisting of precincts two and three
240 of Ward one, precinct two of Ward two, precinct three of
241 Ward five, precincts one and four of Ward six, all precincts
242 of Ward seven, and precincts one and two of Ward eight, of
243 the City of Newton, in the County of Middlesex.
244 Twelfth Middlesex — Consisting of precinct four of Ward
245 two, precinct two of Ward three, precincts one, two and three
246 of Ward four, precincts one, two and four of Ward five, pre-
247 cincts two and three of Ward six, and precincts three and four
248 of Ward eight, of the City of Newton, in the County of Middle-
249 sex.
250 Thirteenth Middlesex — Consisting of the towns of Lincoln,
251 Sudbury and Wayland, all in the County of Middlesex.
252 Fourteenth Middlesex — Consisting of the towns of Acton,
253 Carlisle and Concord, all in the County of Middlesex.
254 Fifteenth Middlesex — Consisting of the town of Lexington,
255 in the County of Middlesex.
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256 Sixteenth Middlesex — Consisting of the towns of Chelms-
257 ford and Tyngsborough, all in the County of Middlesex.
258 Seventeenth Middlesex — Consisting of the town of Dracut,
259 and all precincts of Ward five, precincts two and four of Ward
260 six, and all precincts of Ward nine, of the City of Lowell, all
261 in the County of Middlesex.
262 Eighteenth Middlesex — Consisting of all precincts of Ward
263 one, precincts two, three and four of Ward two, precincts one,
264 two and four of Ward three, precinct two of Ward four, pre-
265 cinct one of Ward eight, precincts one, three and four of
266 Ward ten, and all precincts of Ward eleven, of the City of
267 Lowell, in the County of Middlesex.
268 Nineteenth Middlesex — Consisting of precinct one of Ward
269 two, precincts three and five of Ward three, precincts one,
270 three and four of Ward four, precincts one, three and five of
271 Ward six, all precincts of Ward seven, precincts two, three and
272 four of Ward eight, and precinct two of Ward ten, of the City
273 of Lowell, in the County of Middlesex.
274 Twentieth Middlesex — Consisting of the town of Tewks-
275 bury, and precincts one, two, four, five and six, of the town
276 of Wilmington, all in the County of Middlesex.
277 Twenty-first Middlesex — Consisting of the towns of North
278 Reading and Reading, and precinct three of the town of Wil-
279 mington, all in the County of Middlesex.
280 Twenty-second Middlesex — Consisting of the town of Lynn-
281 field in the County of Essex, and the town of Wakefield in the
282 County of Middlesex.
283 Twenty-third Middlesex — Consisting of the towns of Bed-
284 ford and Burlington, all in the County of Middlesex.
285 Twenty-fourth Middlesex -- Consisting of the town of
286 Billerica in the County of Middlesex.
287 Twenty-fifth Middlesex — Consisting of precincts five,
288 seven, eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen,
289 fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty and
290 twenty-one, of the town of Arlington, in the County of Middle-
291 sex.
292 Twenty-sixth Middlesex — Consisting of precincts one, two,
293 three, four and six, of the town of Arlington, and the town of
294 Belmont, all in the County of Middlesex.
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295	 Twenty-seventh Middlesex — Consisting of precinct three
296 of Ward six, and all precincts of Wards eight, nine, ten and
297 eleven, of the City of Cambridge, in the County of Middlesex.
298	 Twenty-eighth Middlesex — Consisting of precincts three,
299 four and five of Ward three, all precincts of Ward four, pre-
300 cincts three, four and five of Ward five, precincts two, four
301 and five of Ward six, and all precincts of Ward seven, of the
302 City of Cambridge, in the County of Middlesex.
303	 Twenty-ninth Middlesex — Consisting of all precincts of
304 Wards one and two, precincts one and two of Ward three, pre-
305 cincts one and two of Ward five, and precinct one of Ward six,
306 of the City of Cambridge, and precincts one, two, three, four
307 and six of Ward two, of the City of Somerville, all in the
308 County of Middlesex.
309	 Thirtieth Middlesex — Consisting of precincts two, three,
310 five and six of Ward four, precincts one, four and five of Ward
311 five, precincts one, three, four and five of Ward six, and all
312 precincts of Ward seven, of the City of Somerville, in the
313 County of Middlesex.
314	 Thirty-first Middlesex — Consisting of all precincts of Ward
315 one, precinct five of Ward two, all precincts of Ward three,
316 precincts one and four of Ward four, precincts two, three and
317 six of Ward five, and precinct two of Ward six, of the City of
318 Somerville, in the County of Middlesex.
319	 Thirty-second Middlesex — Consisting of the town of Water-
320 town in the County of Middlesex.
321	 Thirty-third Middlesex — Consisting of the City of Woburn
322 in the County of Middlesex.
323	 Thirty-fourth Middlesex — Consisting of precincts two,
324 three, four and six, of the town of Stoneham, and the town of
325 Winchester, all in the County of Middlesex.
326	 Thirty-fifth Middlesex — Consisting of the City of Melrose,
327 and precincts one and five, of the town of Stoneham, all in the
328 County of Middlesex.
329	 Thirty-sixth Middlesex — Consisting of all precincts of
330 Wards three, four, five, six and seven, of the City of Malden,
331 in the County of Middlesex.
332	 Thirty-seventh Middlesex — Consisting of all precincts of
333 Wards one and two, precinct four of Ward three, and all pre-
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334 cincts of Ward seven, of the City of Medford, and all precincts
335 of Wards one and two, of the City of Malden, all in the County
336 of Middlesex.
337	 Thirty-eighth Middlesex — Consisting of precincts one, two,
338 three and five of Ward three, and all precincts of Wards four,
339 five, and six, of the City of Medford, in the County of Middle-
340 sex.
341	 Thirty-ninth Middlesex — Consisting of the City of Everett,
342 in the County of Middlesex.
343	 Norfolk (15)
344	 First Norfolk — Consisting of precincts three, four, six and
345 seven of Ward three, precincts one, two, three, four, five and
346 six of Ward four, and all precincts of Ward six, of the City of
347 Quincy, in the County of Norfolk.
348	 Second Norfolk — Consisting of all precincts of Ward one,
349 precincts one, two and five of Ward three, precinct seven of
350 Ward four, and all precincts of Ward five, of the City of
351 Quincy, in the County of Norfolk.
352	 Third Norfolk — Consisting of Ward two of the City of
353 Quincy, and precincts five, six, nine, twelve, thirteen, sixteen
354 and seventeen of the town of Weymouth, all in the County
355 of Norfolk.
356	 Fourth Norfolk — Consisting of precincts one, two, three,
357 four, seven, eight, ten, eleven, fourteen, fifteen and eighteen
358 of the town of Weymouth, in the County of Norfolk.
359	 Fifth Norfolk — Consisting of the town of Braintree in the
360 County of Norfolk.
361	 Sixth Norfolk — Consisting of the town of Canton, and pre-
362 cincts one, two, three and four, of the town of Randolph, all
363 in the County of Norfolk.
364	 Seventh Norfolk — Consisting of the town of Milton, and
365 precincts five and six of the town of Randolph, all in the County
366 of Norfolk.
367	 Eighth Norfolk — Consisting of the towns of Sharon and
368 Stoughton, all in the County of Norfolk.
369	 Ninth Norfolk — Consisting of the towns of Millis, Norfolk,
370 Walpole and Wrentham, all in the County of Norfolk.
371	 Tenth Norfolk — Consisting of the towns of Bellingham and
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372 Franklin, all in the County of Norfolk, and the town of Black-
373 stone, in the County of Worcester.
374 Eleventh Norfolk — Consisting of the town of Dedham and
375 precincts one and two of the town of Westwood, all in the
376 County of Norfolk.
377 Twelfth Norfolk — Consisting of the town of Norwood and
378 precinct three of the town of Westwood, all in the County of
379 Norfolk.
380 Thirteenth Norfolk — Consisting of the towns of Dover and
381 Needham, all in the County of Norfolk.
382 Fourteenth Norfolk — Consisting of the town of Wellesley in
383 the County of Norfolk, and the town of Weston in the County
384 of Middlesex.
385 Fifteenth Norfolk — Consisting of precincts one, two, three,
386 four, five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten and eleven of the town of
387 Brookline, in the County of Norfolk.
388	 Plymouth (11)
389 First Plymouth — Consisting of the towns of Kingston and
390 Plymouth, all in the County of Plymouth.
391 Second Plymouth — Consisting of the towns of Carver,
392 Middleborough, Plympton and Wareham, all in the County of
393 Plymouth.
394 Third Plymouth — Consisting of the towns of Duxbury,
395 Halifax, Hanson and Pembroke, all in the County of Plymouth.
396 Fourth Plymouth — Consisting of the towns of Marshfield
3,97 and Scituate, all in the County of Plymouth.
398 Fifth Plymouth — Consisting of the towns of Hanover,
399 Norwell and Rockland, all in the County of Plymouth.
400 Sixth Plymouth — Consisting of the town of Cohasset in
401 the County of Norfolk, and the towns of Hingham and Hull, all
402 in the County of Plymouth.
403 Seventh Plymouth — Consisting of the town of Holbrook
404 in the County of Norfolk, and the towns of Abington and
405 Whitman, all in the County of Plymouth.
406 Eighth Plymouth — Consisting of the towns of Bridgewater
407 and East Bridgewater, all in the County of Plymouth; and
408 the town of Raynham, Precinct B of Ward two, precinct A of
409 Ward four and precinct A of Ward five, of the City of Taun-
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410 ton, all in the County of Bristol.
411 Ninth Plymouth — Consisting of all precincts of Ward one,
412 precinct C and D of Ward two, all precincts of Ward three,
413 and precinct A of Ward four, of City of Brockton, in the
414 County of Plymouth.
415 Tenth Plymouth — Consisting of precinct B of Ward two,
416 precincts B, C, and D of Ward four, all precincts of Ward five,
417 and precinct B of Ward six, of the City of Brockton, and the
418 town of West Bridgewater, all in the County of Plymouth.
419 Eleventh Plymouth — Consisting of the town of Avon in
420 the County of Norfolk, and precinct A of Ward two, precincts
421 A, C and D of Ward six, and all precincts of Ward seven, of
422 the City of Brockton, in the County of Plymouth.
423	 Suffolk (21)
424 First Suffolk — Consisting of all precincts of Ward one, of
425 the City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
426 Second Suffolk — Consisting of all precincts of Ward two,
427 of the City of Boston, and Wards one, two, four and five, of
428 the City of Chelsea, all in the County of Suffolk.
429 Third Suffolk — Consisting of all precincts of Wards three
430 and eight, of the City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
431 Fourth Suffolk — Consisting of all precincts of Ward six,
432 and precincts one, two, three, four, and five of Ward seven, of
433 the City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
434 Fifth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts six, eight, nine and
435 ten of Ward seven, precincts one, two, four, five, six, eight and
436 nine of Ward thirteen, and precincts one, three, four, seven
437 and nine of Ward fifteen, of the City of Boston, in the County
438 of Suffolk.
439 Sixth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts two, four, five,
440 seven, eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen and fourteen
441 of Ward fourteen, and precinct three of Ward eighteen, of the
442 City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
443 Seventh Suffolk — Consisting of precincts three, four and
444 five of Ward nine, all precincts of Ward twelve, and precincts
445 one, three and six of Ward fourteen, of the City of Boston, in
446 the County of Suffolk.
447 Eighth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts one, three, four,
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448 five, six, seven, eight, nine and ten of Ward five, of the City
449 of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
450	 Ninth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts one, two, three,
451 four, five, six, seven, eight and nine of Ward four, precinct
452 two of Ward five, precincts one and two of Ward nine, and
453 precinct one of Ward twenty-one, of the City of Boston, in the
454 County of Suffolk.
455	 Tenth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts three, five, seven,
456 eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen,
457 sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen and twenty of Ward
458 twenty, of the City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
459	 Eleventh Suffolk — Consisting of precincts nine and ten of
460 Ward eleven, precincts two, eight and nine of Ward nineteen,
461 and precincts one, two, four and six of Ward twenty, of the
462 City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk; and precincts twelve,
463 thirteen, fourteen, fifteen and sixteen of the town of Brookline,
464 in the County of Norfolk.
465	 Twelfth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts one, two, three,
466 four, five, six, seven and eight of Ward eleven, precinct nine
467 of Ward eighteen, and precincts six, seven, ten, eleven, twelve
468 and thirteen of Ward nineteen, of the City of Boston, in the
469 County of Suffolk.
470	 Thirteenth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts two and five
471 of Ward fifteen, precincts three, six, seven and eight of Ward
472 sixteen, and precincts one, two, three, five, six, eight, nine and
473 eleven of Ward seventeen, of the City of Boston, in the County
474 of Suffolk.
475	 Fourteenth Suffolk — Consisting of precinct seven of Ward
476 seven, precincts three, seven and ten of Ward thirteen, pre-
477 cincts six and eight of Ward fifteen, and precincts one, two,
478 four, five, nine, ten, eleven and twelve of Ward sixteen, of
479 the City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
480	 Fifteenth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts four, seven,
481 ten, twelve, thirteen and fourteen of Ward seventeen, and pre-
482 cincts one, two, four, five, six, seven and twenty-one of Ward
483 eighteen, of the City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
484	 Sixteenth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts eight, ten,
485 eleven, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen,
486 eighteen, nineteen, twenty, twenty-two and twenty-three of
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487 Ward eighteen, of the City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
488 Seventeenth Suffolk — Consisting of precinct ten of Ward
489 tour, all precincts of Ward ten, and precincts one, three, four
490 and five of Ward nineteen, of the City of Boston, in the
491 County of Suffolk.
492 Eighteenth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts four, six,
493 seven, nine, eleven, thirteen and fifteen of Ward twenty-one,
494 and precincts two, three, six, nine, ten and twelve of Ward
495 twenty-two, of the City of Boston, in the County of Suffolk.
496 Nineteenth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts two, three,
497 five, eight, ten, twelve, fourteen and sixteen of Ward twenty-
498 one, and precincts one, four, five, seven, eight, eleven and
499 thirteen of Ward twenty-two, of the City of Boston, in the
500 County of Suffolk.
501 Twentieth Suffolk — Consisting of precincts one, two and
502 three of Ward one, all precincts of Ward two, and precincts
503 one, two and three of Ward five, of the City of Revere, and
504 the town of Winthrop, all in the County of Suffolk.
505 Twenty-first Suffolk — Consisting of Ward three of the
506 City of Chelsea, precinct four of Ward one, all precincts of
507 Wards three and four, precincts four and five of Ward five,
508 and all precincts of Ward six, of the City of Revere, all in the
509 County of Suffolk; and Ward eight, of the City of Malden, in
510 the County of Middlesex.
511	 Worcester (17)
512 First Worcester — Consisting of the towns of Athol, Holden,
513 Hubbardston, Phillipston, Princeton, Rutland and Westminster,
514 all in the County of Worcester.
515 Second Worcester — Consisting of the towns of Ashburnham,
516 Royalston, Templeton and Winchendon, and the City of Gard-
517 ner, all in the County of Worcester.
518 Third Worcester — Consisting of the City of Fitchburg in
519 the County of Worcester.
520 Fourth Worcester — Consisting of the City of Leominster
521 in the County of Worcester.
522 Fifth Worcester — Consisting of the towns of Barre, Brook-
523 field, East Brookfield, New Braintree, North Brookfield,
524 Oakham, Paxton, Spencer, Warren and West Brookfield, all
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525 in the County of Worcester.
526 Sixth Worcester — Consisting of the towns of Charlton,
527 Dudley, Southbridge, and Sturbridge, all in the County of
528 Worcester.
529 Seventh Worcester — Consisting of the towns of Auburn,
530 Millbury, and Oxford, all in the County of Worcester.
531 Eighth Worcester — Consisting of the towns of Douglas,
532 Hopedale, Mendon, Millville, Sutton, Uxbridge and Webster,
533 all in the County of Worcester.
534 Ninth Worcester — Consisting of the towns of Grafton,
535 Northbridge and Westborough, all in the County of Worcester.
536 Tenth Worcester — Consisting of the town of Medway, in
537 the County of Norfolk, and the towns of Milford and Upton,
538 all in the County of Worcester.
539 Eleventh Worcester — Consisting of the towns of North-
540 borough and Shrewsbury, all in the County of Worcester.
541 Twelfth Worcester — Consisting of the towns of Boylston,
542 Clinton, Lancaster, Sterling and West Boylston, all in the
543 County of Worcester.
544 Thirteenth Worcester — Consisting of all precincts of Wards
545 one and nine, of the City of Worcester, in the County of
546 Worcester.
547 Fourteenth Worcester -- Consisting of all precincts of
548 Ward two, precincts one, two, three, four, five and six of
549 Ward three, and precinct four of Ward ten, of the City of
550 Worcester, in the County of Worcester.
551 Fifteenth Worcester — Consisting of precinct seven of Ward
552 three, precincts one, two, three, four, five and six of Ward
553 four, precinct seven of Ward five, precinct three of Ward
554 eight, and precincts one, two, three, five, six and seven of Ward
555 ten, of the City of Worcester, in the County of Worcester.
556 Sixteenth Worcester — Consisting of precincts seven and
557 eight of Ward four, precincts one, two, three, four, five and
558 six of Ward five, all precincts of Ward six, and precinct eight
559 of Ward eight, of the City of Worcester, in the County of
560 Worcester.
561 Seventeenth Worcester — Consisting of the town of Leices-
562 ter, and all precincts of Ward seven and precincts one, two,
563 four, five, six and seven of Ward eight, of the City of Wor-
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564 center, all in the County of Worcester.
1	 SECTION 2. The supreme judicial court shall have jurisdiction
2 of any petition for a writ of mandamus relative to the estab-
3 lishment of one hundred and sixty representative districts un-
4 der section one of this act. Every such petition shall be filed
5 in said court within ten days after the effective date of this
6 act.
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APPENDIX B
ORDER AUTHORIZING JOINT SPECIAL COMMITTEE
ON THE REDISTRICTING OF THE GENERAL COURT
AND EXECUTIVE COUNCIL TO MAKE A STUDY AND
INVESTIGATION OF LEGISLATOR EXPENSE
ALLOWANCES
1 Ordered, That the joint special committee established under
2 the joint order, House, No. 5093 of 1972, and most recently
3 extended by the joint order, House, No. 5011 of 1976, to study
4 a new division of the commonwealth into legislative and ex-
5 ecutive council districts, is hereby authorized and directed to
6 make a study and investigation relative to the official expense
7 allowances of members of the general court for office assistance,
8 postage, travel, hotel and other purposes, and to study such
9 additional expense allowances for members of the general
10 court who are elected to represent geographically large rural
11 districts or districts embracing both mainland areas and the
12 insular counties of the commonwealth; and that said commit-
13 tee may report to the general court from time to time, by filing
14 the same with the Clerk of the House of Representatives, and
15 shall submit its final report hereunder not later than the last
16 Wednesday of February in the year Nineteen Hundred and
17 Seventy-Eight.
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APPENDIX C
THE HOUSE CUT AMENDMENT
MASSACHUSETTS CONSTITUTION,
AMENDMENT ARTICLE CI (1974)
SECTION 1. In the year nineteen hundred and seventy-five
and every tenth year thereafter a census of the inhabitants of
each city and town shall be taken. Said census shall specify
the number of inhabitants residing in each precinct of each
town and in each precinct and ward of each city. Said census
shall be the basis for determining the representative districts
for the ten year period beginning with the first Wednesday in
the fourth January, following the taking of said census; pro-
vided that such districts as established based on the census in
the year nineteen hundred and seventy-one shall terminate on
the first Wednesday in January in the year nineteen hundred
and seventy-nine.
The house of representatives shall consist of one hundred
and sixty members. The general court shall, at its first regular
session after the year in which said census was taken, divide
the commonwealth into one hundred and sixty representative
districts of contiguous territory so that each representative
shall represent an equal number of inhabitants, as nearly as
may be; and such districts shall be formed, as nearly as may
be, without uniting two counties or parts of two or more coun-
ties, two towns or parts of two or more towns, two cities or
parts of two or more cities, or a city and a town, or parts of
cities and towns, into one district. Such districts shall also
be so formed that no town containing less than twenty-five
hundred inhabitants according to said census shall be divided.
The general court may by law limit the time within which
judicial proceedings may be instituted calling in question any
such division. Every representative, for one year at least im-
mediately preceding his election, shall have been an inhabitant
of the district for which he is chosen, and shall cease to repre-
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sent such district when he shall cease to be an inhabitant of the
commonwealth. The manner of calling and conducting the
elections for the choice of representatives, and of ascertaining
their election, shall be prescribed by law.
SECTION 2. Each such census of inhabitants required in sec-
tion one shall likewise be the basis for determining the sena-
torial districts and also the councillor districts 1 for the ten
year period beginning with the first Wednesday in the fourth
January following the taking of such census; provided that
such districts as established based on the census in the year
nineteen hundred and seventy-one shall terminate on the first
Wednesday in January in the year nineteen hundred and sev-
enty-nine. The senate shall consist of forty members. The
general court shall, at its first regular session after the year
in which said census is taken, divide the commonwealth into
forty districts of contiguous territory, each district to contain,
as nearly as may be, an equal number of inhabitants according
to said census; and such districts shall be formed, as nearly
as may be, without uniting two counties, or parts of two or
more counties, into one district. The general court may by law
limit the time within which judicial proceedings may be insti-
tuted calling in question such division. Each district shall
elect one senator, who shall have been an inhabitant of this
commonwealth five years at least immediately preceding his
election, and at the time of his election shall be an inhabitant
of the district for which he is chosen; and he shall cease to
represent such senatorial district when he shall cease to be an
inhabitant of the commonwealth. The manner of calling and
conducting the elections for the choice of senators and council-
lors, and of ascertaining their election, shall be prescribed by
law.
SECTION 3. Original jurisdiction is hereby vested in the su-
preme judicial court upon the petition of any voter of the com-
monwealth, filed with the clerk of the supreme judicial court
Amendment Article XVI (1855), as revised by Amendment Article LXIV
(1918), requires that each executive councillor district be composed of
five contiguous senatorial districts, each such district to be represented by
one such councillor.
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for the commonwealth, for judicial relief relative to the estab-
lishment of house of representatives, councillor and senatorial
districts.
SECTION 4. Article XCII of the Amendments to the Consti-
tution is hereby annulled.
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APPENDIX D
160 PROPOSED REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICTS ARRANGED
IN DECLINING ORDER OF 1975 POPULATION SIZE
In the following tabulation, the "population" figure is the number of
"inhabitants" enumerated under the State Decennial Census provisions
of the Massachusetts Constitution (Part II, c. I, ss. II, Art. II, of 1780;
Amend. Art. CI, of 1974; Opinion of the Justices, 312 N.E. 2nd, 208, in
1974). On the basis of that 1975 enumeration, the "redistricting norm" or
ideal number of inhabitants per representative is 36,184, or 160th of the
total of 5,789,478 inhabitants of the Commonwealth.
% Deviation From
District	 Inhabitants	 Redist. Norm
Thirty-ninth Middlesex	 39,713	 +9.75
Eighth Worcester	 39,587	 +9.4
Tenth Middlesex	 39,578	 +9.38
Thirty-fifth Middlesex	 39,409	 +8.91
Tenth Norfolk	 39,326	 +8.68
Eighth Norfolk	 39,309	 +8.6
Fourteenth Bristol	 39,273	 +8.53
Seventeenth Worcester	 39,213	 +8.37
Twenty-Sixth Middlesex
	
39,178	 +8.27
Seventeenth Middlesex	 39,076	 +7.99
Third Worcester	 39,070	 +7.97
Fifth Essex	 39,035	 +7.88
Fourth Essex	 38,967	 +7.69
% Deviation From
District Inhabitants Redist. Norm
Fifth Hampden 38,964 +7.68
Twentieth Middlesex 38,920 +7.56
Seventh Plymouth 38,781 +7.18
Twenty-fifth Middlesex 38,705 +6.97
Twelfth Hampden 38,701 +6.96
Fourteenth Middlesex 38,657 +6.83
Twenty-first Middlesex 38,606 +6.69
Eleventh Essex 38,602 +6.68
Seventh Worcester 38,569 + 6.59
Seventh Essex 38,545 +6.52
Ninth Middlesex 38,544 +6.52
Seventh Hampden 38,543 +6.52
Third Norfolk 38,461 +6.29
Sixth Norfolk 38,408 +6.15
Ninth Norfolk 38,340 +5.96
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First Suffolk 38,313 +5.88
Second Barnstable 38,273 +5.77
Sixteenth Worcester 38,248 +5.70
Sixteenth Suffolk 38,184 +5.53
Eighth Hampden 38,071 +5.22
Fourteenth Norfolk 38,071 +5.22
Twenty-second Middlesex 38,050 +5.16
Second Berkshire 37,956 +4.90
Twenty-first Suffolk 37,947 +4.88
Sixth Plymouth 37,901 +4.75
Seventh Suffolk 37,873 +4.67
District Inhabitants
% Deviation From
Redist. Norm
Twenty-seventh Middlesex 37,869 +4.66
Thirty-eighth Middlesex 37,641 +4.03
Eighth Suffolk
	 . 37,618 +3.96
Second Norfolk 37,608 +3.94
Sixth Essex 37,382 +3.31
First Worcester 37,376 +3.29
Thirtieth Middlesex 37,310 +3.11
Tenth Essex 37,295 +3.07
Fourth Plymouth 37,279 +3.03
Sixteenth Essex 37,264 +2.98
Tenth Plymouth 37,241 +2.92
Twenty-ninth Middlesex 37,232 +2.90
Third Berkshire 37,188 +2.77
Nineteenth Suffolk 37,109 +2.56
First Norfolk 37,088 +2.50
Thirty-sixth Middlesex 37,080 +2.50
Thirty-fourth Middlesex 37,040 +2.37
Second Suffolk 37,001 +2.26
Second Worcester 36,995 +2.24
Third Hampden 36,979 +2.20
Third Bristol 36,951 +2.12
Thirteenth Hampden 36,950 +2.12
Ninth Hampden 36,945 +2.10
Eighteenth Middlesex 36,873 +1.90
Fourteenth Essex 36,838 +1.81
Fifth Norfolk 36,822 +1.76
% Deviation From
District	 Inhabitants
	 Redist. Norm
Ninth Worcester	 36,749	 +1.56
Second Franklin
	 36,741	 +1.54
Third Suffolk	 36,729	 +1.51
Twelfth Essex
	 36,713	 +1.46
Tenth Hampden
	 36,644	 +1.27
Twenty-third Middlesex
	 36,620	 +1.20
Sixteenth Middlesex
	 36,619	 +1.20
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First Berkshire 36,607 +1.17
Twelfth Norfolk 36,606 +1.17
Fourth Middlesex 36,575 +1.08
Fifth Plymouth 36,560 +1.04
Thirteenth Worcester 36,504 +0.88
Tenth Suffolk 36,494 +0.86
Fourth Berkshire 36,318 +0.37
Second Essex 36,209 +0.07
Eleventh Suffolk 36,171 -0.04
Seventh Norfolk 36,126 -0.16
Sixth Hampden 36,075 -0.30
Thirty-second Middlesex 36,033 -0.42
Fifteenth Norfolk 36,075 -0.30
Eighth Plymouth 36,025 -0.44
Third Plymouth 35,990 -0.54
Eighth Essex 35,903 -0.78
Sixth Worcester 35,887 -0.82
Tenth Bristol 35,868 -0.87
District Inhabitants
% Deviation From
Redist. Norm
Twenty-fourth Middlesex 35,831 -0.98
Twentieth Suffolk 35,813 -1.03
Seventh Middlesex 35,794 -1.08
Sixth Suffolk 35,670 -1.42
Eleventh Norfolk 35,653 -1.47
First Hampden 35,631 -1.53
Fifth Suffolk 35,517 -1.84
Fifteenth Essex 35,516 -1.85
Nineteenth Middlesex 35,515 -1.85
First Hampshire 35,501 -1.89
First Bristol 35,454 -2.02
Second Hampshire 35,454 -2.02
Third Hampshire 35,431 -2.08
Second Franklin 36,741 +1.54
Fourth Worcester 35,429 -2.09
Thirty-third Middlesex 35,329 -2.36
Seventeenth Essex 35,327 -2.36
Tenth Worcester 35,309 -2.42
Ninth Plymouth 35,269 -2.53
Twenty-eighth Middlesex 35,238 -2.61
Eleventh Middlesex 35,188 -2.75
Fourth Norfolk 35,184 -2.76
Second Plymouth 35,183 -2.77
Ninth Suffolk 35,180 -2.77
First Essex 35,060 -3.11
Thirty-first Middlesex 35,042 -3.16
Eighth Bristol 35,041 -3.16
Fifth Middlesex 34,962 -3.38
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% Deviation From
District Inhabitants Redist. Norm
Eleventh Plymouth 34,922 -3.49
Thirteenth Norfolk 34,859 -3.66
Sixth Middlesex 34,816 -3.78
Thirty-seventh Middlesex 34,628 -4.30
Fifth Bristol 34,608 -4.36
Thirteenth Middlesex 34,607 -4.36
Second Hampden 34,559 -4.49
Second Middlesex 34,519 -4.60
Fourth Barnstable 34,506 -4.64
Ninth Bristol 34,421 -4.87
Fifteenth Worcester 34,421 -4.87
First Franklin 34,343 -5.09
Seventh Bristol 34,327 -5.13
Twelfth Suffolk 34,305 -5.19
Twelfth Bristol 34,220 -5.43
First Middlesex 34,164 -5.58
First Barnstable 34,155 -5.61
Third Middlesex 34,058 -5.88
Third Essex 33,877 -6.38
Fifth Worcester 33,818 -6.54
Thirteenth Essex 33.797 -6.60
Fourteenth Suffolk 33,686 -6.90
First Plymouth 33,683 -6.91
Eighth Middlesex 33,473 -7.49
Thirteenth Suffolk 33,445 -7.57
Fifteenth Suffolk 33,423 -7.63
Fourth Bristol 33,412 -7.66
Ninth Essex 33,288 -8.00
Sixth Bristol 33,280 -8.03
District Inhabitants
% Deviation From
Redist. Norm
Twelfth Worcester 33,199 -8.25
Fourteenth Worcester 33,143 -8.40
Thirteenth Bristol 33,073 -8.60
Third Barnstable 33,057 -8.64
Eleventh Bristol 33,052 -8.66
Seventeenth Suffolk 33,012 -8.77
Fourth Hampden 32,863 -9.18
Fourth Suffolk 32,849 -9.22
Eleventh Hampden 32,684 -9.67
Second Bristol 32,650 -9.77
Eighteenth Suffolk 32,648 -9.77
Twelfth Middlesex 32,630 -9.82
Eleventh Worcester 32,528 -10.10
Fifteenth Middlesex 32,477 -10.24
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Same Information Arranged by Counties
% Deviation From
BARNSTABLE AND ISLANDS Inhabitants	 Redist. Norm
First Barnstable	 38,273	 +5.77
Third Barnstable	 34,506	 -4.64
Second Barnstable
	
33,057	 -8.64
Cape and Islands	 34,155	 -5.61
BERKSHIRE COUNTY
Second Berkshire
	 37,956	 +4.90
Third Berkshire	 37,188	 +2.77
First Berkshire
	 36,607	 +1.17
Fourth Berkshire	 36,318	 +0.37
BRISTOL COUNTY Inhabitants
% Deviation From
Redist. Norm
Fourteenth Bristol 39,273 +8.53
Third Bristol 36,951 +2.12
Tenth Bristol 35,868 -0.87
First Bristol 35,454 -2.02
Eighth Bristol 35,041 -3.16
Fifth Bristol 34,608 -4.36
Ninth Bristol 34,421 -4.87
Seventh Bristol 34,327 -5.13
Twelfth Bristol 34,220 -5.43
Fourth Bristol 33,412 -7.66
Sixth Bristol 33,280 -8.03
Thirteenth Bristol 33,073 -8.60
Eleventh Bristol 33,052 -8.66
Second Bristol 32,650 -9.77
ESSEX COUNTY
Fifth Essex 39,035 +7.88
Fourth Essex 38,967 +7.69
Eleventh Essex 38,602 +6.68
Seventh Essex 38,545 +6.52
Sixth Essex 37,382 +3.31
Tenth Essex 37,295 +3.07
Sixteenth Essex 37,264 +2.98
Fourteenth Essex 36,838 +1.81
Twelfth Essex 36,713 +1.46
Second Essex 36,209 +0.07
Eighth Essex 35,903 -0.78
Fifteenth Essex 35,516 -1.85
Seventeenth Essex 35,327 -2.36
First Essex 35,060 -3.11
Third Essex 33,877 -6.38
Thirteenth Essex 33,797 -6.60
Ninth Essex 33,288 -8.00
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FRANKLIN COUNTY
Second Franklin 36,741 +1.54
First Franklin 34,343 5.09
HAMPDEN COUNTY
Fifth Hampden 38,964 +7.68
Twelfth Hampden 38,701 +6.96
Seventh Hampden 38,543 +6.52
Eighth Hampden 38,071 +5.22
Third Hampden 36,979 +2.20
Thirteenth Hampden 36,950 +2.12
Ninth Hampden 36,945 +2.10
Tenth Hampden 36,644 +1.27
Sixth Hampden 36,075 -0.30
First Hampden 35,631 -1.53
Second Hampden 34,559 -4.49
Fourth Hampden 32,863 -9.18
Eleventh Hampden 32,684 -9.67
HAMPSHIRE COUNTY
First Hampshire 35,501 -1.89
Second Hampshire 35,454 -2.02
Third Hampshire 35,431 -2.08
% Deviation From
MIDDLESEX COUNTY Inhabitants Redist. Norm
Thirty-ninth Middlesex 39,713 +9.75
Tenth Middlesex 39,578 +9.38
Thirty-fifth Middlesex 39,409 +8.91
Twenty-sixth Middlesex 39,178 +8.27
Seventeenth Middlesex 39,076 +7.99
Twentieth Middlesex 38,920 +7.56
Twenty-fifth Middlesex 38,705 +6.97
Fourteenth Middlesex 38,657 +6.83
Twenty-first Middlesex 38,606 +6.69
Ninth Middlesex 38,544 +6.52
Twenty-second Middlesex 38,050 + 5.16
Twenty-seventh Middlesex 37,869 +4.66
Thirty-eighth Middlesex 37,641 +4.03
Thirtieth Middlesex 37,310 +3.11
Twenty-ninth Middlesex 37,232 +2.90
Thirty-sixth Middlesex 37,080 +2.50
Thirty-fourth Middlesex 37,040 +2.37
Eighteenth Middlesex 36,873 +1.90
Twenty-third Middlesex 36,620 +1.20
Sixteenth Middlesex 36,619 +1.20
Fourth Middlesex 36,575 +1.08
Thirty-second Middlesex 36,075 -0.30
Twenty-fourth Middlesex 35,831 -0.98
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% Deviation From
MIDDLESEX COUNTY (Cont'd) Inhabitants Redist. Norm
Seventh Middlesex 35,794 -1.08
Nineteenth Middlesex 35,515 -1.85
Thirty-third Middlesex 35,329 -2.36
Twenty-eighth Middlesex 35,238 -2.61
Eleventh Middlesex 35,188 -2.75
Thirty-first Middlesex 35,042 -3.16
Fifth Middlesex 34,962 -3.38
Sixth Middlesex 34,816 -3.78
Thirty-seventh Middlesex 34,628 -4.30
Thirteenth Middlesex 34,607 -4.36
Second Middlesex 34,519 -4.60
First Middlesex 34,164 -5.58
Third Middlesex 34,058 -5.88
Eighth Middlesex 33,473 -7.49
Twelfth Middlesex 32,630 -9.82
Fifteenth Middlesex 32,477 -10.24
% Deviation From
NORFOLK COUNTY Inhabitants Redist. Norm
Tenth Norfolk 39,326 +8.68
Eighth Norfolk 39,309 +8.64
Third Norfolk 38,461 +6.29
Sixth Norfolk 38,408 +6.15
Ninth Norfolk 38,340 +5.96
Fourteenth Norfolk 38,071 +5.22
Second Norfolk 37,608 +3.94
Fourth Norfolk 37,403 +3.37
First Norfolk 37,088 +2.50
Fifth Norfolk 36,822 +1.76
Twelfth Norfolk 36,606 +1.17
Seventh Norfolk 36,126 -0.16
Fifteenth Norfolk 36,033 -0.42
Eleventh Norfolk 35,653 -1.47
Fourth Norfolk 35,184 -2.76
Thirteenth Norfolk 34,859 -3.66
% Deviation From
PLYMOUTH COUNTY	 Inhabitants	 Redist. Norm
Seventh Plymouth	 38,781	 +7.18
Sixth Plymouth
	 37,901	 +4.75
Fourth Plymouth
	 37,279	 +3.03
Tenth Plymouth	 37,241	 +2.92
Fifth Plymouth
	 36,560	 +1.04
Eighth Plymouth	 36,025	 -0.44
Third Plymouth	 35,990	 -0.54
Ninth Plymouth	 35,269	 -2.53
Second Plymouth	 35,183	 -2.77
Eleventh Plymouth
	
34,922	 -3.49
First Plymouth	 33,683	 -6.91
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% Deviation From
SUFFOLK COUNTY Inhabitants Redist. Norm
First Suffolk 38,313 +5.88
Sixteenth Suffolk 38,184 +5.53
Twenty-first Suffolk 37,947 +4.88
Seventh Suffolk 37,873 +4.67
Eighth Suffolk 37,618 +3.96
Nineteenth Suffolk 37,109 +2.56
Second Suffolk 37,001 +2.26
Third Suffolk 36,729 +1.51
Tenth Suffolk 36,494 +0.85
Eleventh Suffolk 36,171 -0.04
Twentieth Suffolk 35,813 -1.03
Sixth Suffolk 35,670 -1.42
Fifth Suffolk 35,517 -1.84
Ninth Suffolk 35,180 -2.77
Twelfth Suffolk 34,305 -5.19
Fourteenth Suffolk 33,686 -6.90
Thirteenth Suffolk 33,445 -7.57
Fifteenth Suffolk 33,423 -8.19
Seventeenth Suffolk 33,012 -8.77
Fourth Suffolk 32,849 -9.22
Eighteenth Suffolk 32,648 -9.77
% Deviation From
WORCESTER COUNTY Inhabitants Redist. Norm
Eighth Worcester 39,587 +9.40
Seventeenth Worcester 39,213 +8.37
Third Worcester 39,070 +7.97
Seventh Worcester 38,569 +6.59
Sixteenth Worcester 38,248 +5.70
First Worcester 37,376 +3.29
Second Worcester 36,995 +2.24
Ninth Worcester 36,749 +1.56
Thirteenth Worcester 36,204 +0.06
Sixth Worcester 35,887 -0.82
Fourth Worcester 35,429 -2.09
Tenth Worcester 35,309 -2.42
Fifteenth Worcester 34,421 -4.87
Fourteenth Worcester 33,143 -6.54
Fifth Worcester 33,818 -8.25
Twelfth Worcester 33,199 -8.40
Eleventh Worcester 32,528 -10.10
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APPENDIX E
INDEX OF PAST REPORTS OF JOINT SPECIAL COMMI'TT'EE
ON THE REDISTRICTING OF THE GENERAL COURT AND
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL
First Interim Report, Senate, No. 1396 of 1972 (44 pp.)
Appendix A. An Act to Facilitate Compliance With the One
Man, One Vote Requirements of the Federal and State Con-
tributives in the Division of the Commonwealth into Repre-
sentative, Senatorial and Executive Councillor Districts, and
in the Formation of Local Election Districts Used for Such
Districting Purposes and for the Election of Certain Municipal
Officers. Revised as House, No. 6327 of 1972, this measure
became Acts of 1972, c. 735, entitled "An Act Facilitating the
Division of the Commonwealth into Representative, Senatorial
and Councillor Districts," approved by the Governor on July
17, 1972.
Appendix B. Proposal for a Legislative Amendment to the
Constitution Providing for Voting by Citizens Who Have Re-
sided Within the Commonwealth for Thirty Days and Within
the Town or District in Which the Right to Vote is Claimed
for Thirty Days. This proposal to rewrite Amendment Article
III of the Constitution was introduced too late for considera-
tion by the 1972 General Court. The present provisions of
that Article, requiring six months residence in the state and
municipality as a condition of eligibility to vote, were in-
validated in Burg v. Canniffe, 315 F. Supp. 380 (1970), 405
U.S. 1034 (1972), citing Dunn v. Blumstein, 405 U.S. 330
(1972). Accordingly, the General Court enacted Acts of 1972,
c. 587 authorizing the registration, as a voter, without dura-
tional residence requirements, of any local resident who is an
American citizen aged 18 or more, who is not under guardian-
ship or disqualified by reason of conviction of corrupt election
practices. Residence is equated to legal domicile, or inhabi-
tancy under Massachusetts constitutional provisions.
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Second Interim Report, Senate, No. 1604 of 1973 (53 pp.)
Appendix D. An Act Apportioning Representatives of the
Commonwealth and Providing That Each Representative Dis-
trict Shall Represent an Equal Number of Inhabitants, as
Nearly as May Be. Revised as House, No. 6521 of 1973, this
measure became Acts of 1973, c. 326, entitled "An Act Estab-
lishing Representative Districts," approved by the Governor
on May 31, 1973.
Third Interim Report, Senate, No. 1658 of 1973 ( 14 pp.)
Bill entitled "An Act Establishing Councillor and Senatorial
Districts." Revised successively as Senate, Nos. 1670 and 1703
of 1973, this bin was vetoed by the Governor on May 30, 1973
after having been passed with changes by both houses of the
General Court. That veto was overridden in the Senate on
May 30, 1973, but was sustained by the House of Representa-
tives on May 31, 1973. An effort to win House reconsideration
of its action in sustaining the veto was successful on June 4,
1973, but the veto was again upheld by the House on June 5,
1973.
Fourth Interim Report, Senate, No. 1782 of 1973 ( 11 pp.)
Bill entitled "An Act Establishing Councillor and Senatorial
Districts." A revised version of the Joint Special Committee's
proposal in Senate, No. 1658 of 1973, this measure was passed
in amended form by the Senate on June 7, 1973, but was re-
jected by the House of Representatives on June 11, 1973.
Fifth Interim Report, Senate, No. 1828 of 1973 ( 13 pp.)
Bill entitled "An Act Establishing Councillor and Senatorial
Districts." Revised as Senate, No. 1844 of 1973, with extensive
changes, this measure became Acts of 1973, c. 663, entitled
"An Act Establishing Councillor and Senatorial Districts," ap-
proved by the Governor on August 21, 1973.
Sixth Interim Report, Senate No. 1663 of 1977 (29 pp.)
Appendix A. Bill entitled "An Act Establishing Councillor
and Senatorial Districts." Considered by Senate, amended,
passed and sent to the House of Representatives on April 26,
1977. House action was pending at the time of the submission
of this Seventh Interim Report.
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APPENDIX F
LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL
Report Relative To
ISLAND COUNTY REPRESENTATION
IN THE
MASSACHUSETTS GENERAL COURT
December 28, 1976
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December 28, 1976
Representative George Keverian, House Chairman
Joint Special Committee on Redistricting
Room 343, State House
Boston, Mass. 02133
Dear Representative Keverian:
In response to your request of November 30, 1976, I am pleased
to submit to you herewith, on behalf of the Legislative Research
Council and Bureau, a report relative to the historical and consti-
tutional background of the representation of our two island coun-
ties—Dukes County and Nantucket County—in the General Court.
This factual and statistical report, without recommendations, was
prepared by James Hugh Powers, a Principal Research Assistant
on the staff of this Legislative Research Bureau. The report has
been published in this form as we anticipate many requests by
other state legislators on this same subject in the months ahead,
as legislative redistricting issues are debated in the 1977 session
of the General Court.
If we can be of any further assistance, please let me know.
Sincerely yours,
DANIEL M. O'SULLIVAN, Director
Legislative Research Bureau
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LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL
ISLAND COUNTY REPRESENTATION IN THE
MASSACHUSETTS GENERAL COURT
CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION
Origin of Study
This report has been prepared in response to the request of
Representative George Keverian of Everett, Assistant House
Majority Leader, and Chairman of the Joint Special Commit-
tee on Redistricting, for information as to the historical and
constitutional background of Massachusetts state policies
which, until 1974, assured that every county, however small
its population, would have at least one representative in the
House of Representatives in the Massachusetts General Court.
That request, made on November 30, 1976, addressed itself
specifically to the two insular counties now enjoying such rep-
resentational treatment until 1978, namely, Dukes County and
Nantucket County.
Principal Sources of Information
The historical information presented below in this report
has been drawn from the works of two authors of famous is-
land county histories, and from the report of the 1915 State
Decennial Census.' The aforesaid historical texts are Alex-
ander Starbuck's History of Nantucket2, first published in 1924,
and Charles E. Bank's History of Martha's Vineyard 3 which
came out in three volumes, beginning in 1911. Further in-
formation was gleaned from the files of studies by the Legis-
1 Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Bureau of Statistics, The Decennial
Census, 1915, Boston, Mass., Wright & Potter Printing Co., 1918, 749 pp.;
at pp. 69, 725-744.
2 Starbuck, Alexander, The History of Nantucket County, Island and
Town, 1969 ed. (reprint of 1924 ed.) Tokyo, Japan, Charles E. Tuttle Co.
of Rutland, Vt., 871 pp.
3 Banks, Charles E., The History of Martha's Vineyard - Dukes County,
Vol. I, Boston, Mass., George H. Dean Co., 1911, 535 pp.
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lative Research Council relative to legislative redistricting
matters, notably the 1973 Council report entitled Changing
the Size of the House of Representatives and the Census Basis
of Legislative Redis.rictingl, now out of print.
Description of Island Counties
Dukes County — Of the two above island counties, the old-
est is Dukes County, which embraces Martha's Vineyard Is-
land and the Elizabeth Islands.	 The former island, situated
some five miles south of the nearest mainland point on Cape
Cod, is about 20 miles long and ten miles wide, and is organized
in six towns, (Chilmark, Edgartown, Gay Head, Oak Bluffs,
Tisbury, and West Tisbury). The Elizabeth Islands, which con-
sist of a chain of five small islands running southwesterly
from a point about 1 1/, miles off the Cape Cod town of Fal-
month, separate Buzzards Bay from Vineyard Sound, and com-
prise the single town of Gosnold. According to the 1975 State
Decennial Census, Dukes County has an aggregate population
of 7,951 inhabitants distributed among its seven constituent
towns as follows:
Chilmark	 401	 Gay Head	 146	 Tisbury	 2,754
Edgartown	 2,141	 Gosnold	 100	 West Tisbury	 685
Oak Bluffs	 1,724
Nantucket County — Nantucket County consists of Nan-
tucket Island, which is 14 miles long and 3 1/, miles wide, lying
27 miles south of Cape Cod, plus a few islets all of which are
grouped with Nantucket Island as the Town of Nantucket,
which had a population of 5,559 inhabitants in 1975. Unlike
Dukes County, which has a separate county government with
an elected board of county commissioners and other distinc-
tive county officials in keeping with the county government
system prevailing in mainland Massachusetts, Nantucket has a
merged town and county government.
Hence, the two island counties have a combined permanent
population of 13,510 inhabitants. During the Summer vaca-
House, No. 7020 of 1973, 403 pp.
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ton months, this resident population is supplemented by many
thousands of tourists who come to visit local historical sites
and to patronize island beaches and other recreational facil-
ities.
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CHAPTER II. PRESENT ISLAND COUNTY
REPRESENTATION IN THE GENERAL COURT
Representation Under Presently-Effective Quinn Amendment
of 1970
Summary of Constitutional Requirements. The Quinn
Amendment (Art. XCII), added to the Massachusetts Consti-
tution in 1970, required the division of the Commonwealth in-
to single-member legislative districts for the election of 240
state representatives, 40 senators, and eight executive council-
lors, effective for the 1974 state primary and general biennial
elections, based upon a state census of "inhabitants" to be
taken in 1971 and every tenth year thereafter. That Amend-
ment, reprinted in Appendix I hereof, continued past implicit
constitutional guarantees that voters of every county, how-
ever small its number of "legal voters" or "inhabitants", will
elect at least one member to the House of Representatives.
Such assured minimal representation was not provided in re-
spect to the election of senators and executive councillors, in
respect to which "inhabitant" (population) equality was pre-
scribed for the formation of senatorial and executive coun-
cillor districts. Effective with the state primary and general
biennial elections of 1978, the Quinn Amendment will be super-
seded by the House Cut Amendment discussed later in this
report.
House of Representatives. The 240 state representative dis-
tricts now existing were established by a 1973 act of the Gen-
eral Court (c. 326) 1 , based on redistricting proposals by the
Joint Special Committee on Redistricting'. Use was made of
"inhabitant" data compiled by the 1971 state decennial census.
Under that statute, each of the two island counties was award-
ed a single state representative seat, notwithstanding their
small "inhabitant" population.
In preparing its House redistricting plan, the Committee di-
vided the total mainland population (5,529,349) by the num-
The 1973 act amended G.L. c. 57, s. 4.
2 Joint Special Committee on the Redistricting of the General Court and
Executive Council, Second Interim Report, Senate, No. 1604 of 1973, 53 pp.
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ber of mainland state representatives to be elected (238), to
arrive at the House "apportionment norm" or ideal ratio of
23,232 inhabitants per mainland state representative. Districts
established for the election of mainland state representatives
ranged from 9.9% above that norm to 9.0% below it, with
214 districts falling within a ±6% range. The two single-
member state representative districts established for Nan-
tucket County and Dukes County fell short of that House ap-
portionment norm by 81.7% and 73.5%, respectively.
Defending the continued allocation of one state representa-
tive apiece to the two island counties, the Committee declared
in its report that .. .
. . . one representative seat has still been allocated to
Nantucket and one seat to Dukes in this act, for the rea-
son that these are islands, isolated, not readily accessible
and most difficult to merge with any portion of the main-
land. Even if both were combined and merged with a
district on the mainland, by sheer weight of numbers,
that portion of the district on the mainland would most
probably elect a resident of the mainland. Thus these
two isolated islands would be without the kind of rep-
resentation contemplated by the Fourteenth Amendment
to the United States Constitution, because of the geo-
graphical difficulty of reaching their representative on
the mainland for a "redress of their grievances". There-
fore in the case of these two islands, to adhere to the
letter of the law as most recently laid down by the United
States Supreme Court, viz. "one-man, one vote", would
be to figuratively disenfranchise the voters thereon. To
subtract the proposed two representatives for Dukes and
Nantucket from the total of two hundred and forty rep-
resentatives provides an insignificant change in the norm
for each district. Because of their exigency, and without
being arbitrary or discriminatory, it is the sense of the
General Court that each of these island counties should
retain at least one representative as is now required by
the Constitution of Massachusetts and that to maintain
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this status would not be a violation of the Fourteenth
Amendment of the United States Constitution.'
The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court has sustained
the practice of the distinctive island county representation in
the large 240-member House of Representatives as an accept-
able feature of a rational state plan, absent serious defects in
any other part of that plan of representative districts. 2 In the
larger 240-member chamber, the election of two state repre-
sentatives from undersized districts was not viewed judicially as
resulting mathematically in any significant underrepresenta-
tion of any mainland district. Evidently sharing this opinion,
the Federal District Court at Boston subsequently dismissed
another challenge to these underpopulated island districts in
1970.3
Elsewhere in the United States, issues of distinctive island
representation in a state legislature have been adjudicated in
two federal cases involving the State of Hawaii. Wholly in-
sular, the facts faced by that state in composing legislative
districts is compounded by the fact that about 80% of its pop-
ulation is concentrated on one island (Oahu), and by the con-
siderable nautical distances between islands. Acting in the
wake of a United States Supreme Court opinion, 4 the Federal
District Court upheld, as rational and non-discriminatory, a
plan of state senatorial districts which ranged from 6.1% be-
low to 23.5% above the senatorial apportionment norm, and a
plan of state representative districts characterized by varia-
tions ranging from 16.1% below to 15.3% above the representa-
tive apportionment norm. Of 25 senators, 19 were elected from
districts within 3% of the senatorial apportionment norm;
and of 51 state representatives, 38 were chosen from districts
within 2.3% of the representative apportionment norm, while
10 more fell within 4.2% thereof. The Court allowed these
deviations to stand, in view of the tradition of highly central-
1 Ibid, p. 29
2 Vigneault v. Secretary of the Commonwealth, 354 Mass. 362 (1968); Or-
der in Dator v. Secretary of State, Suffolk SS., No. 67397 Law, May 4,
1972.
3 Dinis v. Secretary of State, Civil Action No. 68-153C
4 Burns v. Richardson. 384 U.S. 73 (1966)
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ized government in Hawaii, the distance between islands, and
the unique characteristics and representational needs of the
island communities. However, it ruled invalid any guarantee
of any minimum number of legislators for any island unit, or
any scheme of fractional representation and voting.1
Senate and Executive Council. Conformable to the require-
ments of the Quinn Amendment, the present 40 single-member
senatorial and executive councillor districts were created by
legislative act in 1973 (c. 353) after much controversy over
the issue of a "Black" senatorial district in the City of Bos-
ton. 2
 Under that plan, the two island counties are included
in the Cape, Plymouth and Islands Senatorial District, which
also embraces all of Barnstable County (Cape Cod) and the
three towns of Marion, Plymouth and Wareham in Plymouth
County. According 'to the 1971 state decennial census used in
the formation of the present senatorial districts, this senatorial
district contained 141,937 inhabitants, or 2.48% more than
the ideal "inhabitants per senator" apportionment norm of
130,453.
Under constitutional mandates requiring executive council-
lor districts to be composed of five contiguous senatorial dis-
tricts, 3
 the two island counties have been placed within the
First Executive Council District together with most of south-
eastern Massachusetts.
Representation Under House Cut Amendment of 1974
Background and Summary of House Cut Amendment. Be-
ginning with the state primary and general biennial elections
of 1978, the election of state legislators and executive council-
lors will be governed by Amendment Article CI of the Massa-
chusetts Constitution, popularly known as the "House Cut
Amendment", which is reprinted in full in Appendix I of this
report.
While making no change in the composition of the Executive
Council or the Senate, the House Cut Amendment eliminates
80 seats in the House of Representatives, reducing the latter
1 Burns v. Gill, 316 F. Supp. 1285 (1970)
2 G.L. c. 57, ss. 2-3
3 Mass. Const., Amend. Art. XVI (1855), as revised by Amend. Art. LXIV
(1918).
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chamber's membership from 240 to 160. It also drops past
constitutional guarantees of at least one state representative
seat for each county. Under the new constitutional article, ap-
portionment of the Executive Council, Senate, and House of
Representatives into single-member districts is to be based on
a state census of inhabitants taken in 1975 and every tenth year
thereafter. No change has been made in constitutional pro-
visions requiring executive councillor districts to be formed
from five contiguous senatorial districts. Hence, all three
chambers must be redistricted by the General Court in time
for the 1978 elections, with newly-elected executive councillors
and state legislators to take their seats in January of 1979.
To this end, the General Court has revived and continued
the Joint Special Committee on Redistricting, originally estab-
lished to plan the 1973 redistrictings under the Quinn Amend-
ment, to prepare also the new districts required by the House
Cut Amendment.'
The House Cut Amendment was endorsed by two legislative
constitutional conventions, by votes of 177 yeas vs 65 nays
in 1971, and of 166 yeas vs 93 nays in 1973. Submitted to the
Massachusetts electorate at the 1974 state biennial election,
that measure prevailed in all 14 counties of the Common-
wealth (1,128,315 yes to 302,008 no, with 466,098 blanks
cast). Voters in Dukes County registered their approval by a
vote of 1,545 to 1,224 with 883 blanks; in Nantucket the
measure was ratified by a slim margin (613 yes to 573 no,
with 296 blanks recorded).
Apportionment Norms for New Legislative Districts. On the
basis of the 1976 state decennial census, the apportionment
norms per legislator will be 144,736 for the Senate, and 36,184
for the House of Representatives, respectively. In respect to
the latter chamber, Dukes County falls 78.03% short of the
number of inhabitants required to meet the House apportion-
ment norm, while Nantucket County is 84.64% beneath that
norm. Together, the two insular counties are deficient to the
extent of 62.67% of the number of inhabitants per state repre-
joint Orders: House, Nos. 5093, 5172 and 5265 of 1972; Senate, No. 1486
of 1973; House, No. 7644 of 1973; House, No. 5955 of 1974; House, Nos.
5325, 5690 and 6601 of 1975; House, No. 5011 of 1976.
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sentative composing the House apportionment norm.
Having described the present and impending treatment of
the two island counties in the Massachusetts legislative re-
districting process, this report proceeds in the three ensuing
chapters to review the historical and constitutional back-
ground of past practices whereunder these counties were
afforded distinctive representation in the General Court.
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CHAPTER III. THE PAST: THE ISLAND COUNTIES
PRIOR TO 1780
Distinctive Historical Background of Island Communities
From earliest Colonial times, the islands comprising Dukes
County and Nantucket County have had a history quite dis-
tinct from that of the rest of Massachusetts, which has colored
their relationships with the mainland, wiggishly called
"America" by the islanders even today. Long isolated from
the course of mainland life, the island communities have
evolved as politically, socially, and economically self-contained
and self-reliant entities oriented in the last two centuries upon
the sea and maritime commerce, and in the last century upon
the exploitation of local recreational resources.
With their own unique needs and outlook upon the world,
islanders have been preoccupied since earliest times with the
preservation of their home rule and the minimization of
external intervention from whatever source. These circum-
stances have, in large degree, dictated past state policies favor-
ing a guarantee of distinctive representation of the island
counties in the General Court, especially the House of Repre-
sentatives.
Islands Under Jurisdiction of Maine, 1637-64
Although their existence had been known to English, French,
Spanish, and Dutch explorers some years prior thereto, no
firm action was taken to establish European jurisdiction over
the Elizabeth Islands, Martha's Vineyard (also called "Capa-
wock" and "Martin's Vineyard"), and Nantucket until 1637.
In that year, the English monarch, Charles I, granted these
islands to the Proprietary Colony of Maine which then in-
cluded the coast of Maine lying between the Piscataqua and
Kennebec Rivers. Until 1629, that Colony had also included
portions of New Hampshire lying between the Merrimack and
Piscataqua Rivers, bounded on the south by Massachusetts.
So much of Maine as lay east of the Kennebec River and the
St. Croix River (today's Maine-New Brunswick border) be-
longed to another set of proprietors, and was contested with
the French. Massachusetts was divided into two colonies,
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namely, (a) New Plymouth Colony, founded in 1620, which
consisted of present-day Barnstable, Bristol, and Plymouth
Counties minus the towns of Hull and Hingham, and (b)
Massachusetts Bay Colony, founded in 1630, which included
the rest of Massachusetts.
Boundaries between English colonies were subject to fre-
quent changes; and from time to time lesser colonies were
attached to, but not incorporated into, major colonies as
dependencies which retained most of their separate indentities
and separate political institutions. At intervals, beginning in
1651, the Colony of Maine west of the Kennebec functioned as
such an autonomous dependency of the Massachusetts Bay
Colony.
In 1641 the Gorges Family, who were the proprietors of
the Colony of Maine west of the Kennebec granted to a
Watertown businessman, Thomas Mayhew, the authority of
proprietor over Nantucket, Martha's Vineyard and the Eliza-
beth Islands with the right to control the settlement, develop-
ment, and administration thereof. In essence, the islands
became a sub-colony of Maine, subject to minimal jurisdiction
on the part of the latter. The "Maine Connection" was empha-
sized by the island proprietors, to fend off early efforts by
the Massachusetts Bay Colony to annex the island group.
Formal settlement of Martha's Vineyard and the Elizabeth
Islands was initiated in 1641-42; and in 1659, Quaker refugees
from Massachusetts settled Nantucket, on land purchased
from Mayhew interests and the Indians. A formal government
was established for the island group by Thomas Mayhew in
1653, with a Governor (himself) and Assistants as its govern-
ing body. On Nantucket, the Quaker settlers acquired their
own autonomous town government, although it existed in-
formally for many years before its formal incorporation in
1687 as the Town of Sherburn. On this basis, the islanders
conducted their affairs with only minimal supervision by
Maine, and less attention by the Government in England.
Acquisition of Islands by New York in 1664
To the consternation of the islanders, this state of affairs
changed with the Second Dutch War which resulted in the
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acquisition of New Netherland by England in 1664, thus bring-
ing the Hudson River Valley, the western tip of Long Island,
New Jersey, and Delaware under English control.
Faced with this development, the Government in London
decided to reorganize its colonies between the Delaware and
the St. Croix Rivers extensively. A Province of New York
was created consisting of the former New Netherland, the
central half of Long Island which was transferred from the
New Haven Colony, the eastern tip of Long Island which was
ceded by Connecticut Colony, and the Elizabeth Islands,
Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket. Connecticut was permitted
to annex the New Haven Colony. King Charles II then vested
his brother James, Duke of York (later James II), with the
"patent" (control) over the new Province of New York.
As a result of negotiations between the Mayhew Family
and the Governor and Colonial Assembly of the Province of
New York, the island group consisting of Nantucket, Martha's
Vineyard, the Elizabeth Islands, and a few small adjacent
islets was organized as an autonomous dependency of that
Province, with extensive home rule powers in 1671. The island
group was granted its own Governor and General Court,
sitting in Martha's Vineyard, with the power to make all local
laws, except as to certain matters reserved to the jurisdiction
of the Provincial Government. In 1683 the dependency was
designated as "Duke's County" by the New York Provincial
Assembly as part of a general scheme of county government
for the Province. As the islands had their own General Court,
the islanders were not represented in the New York Provincial
Assembly.
In 1671, town governments were authorized for Great
Harbour (Edgartown) and Tisbury (Middletowne or Tisbury
Manor) on Martha's Vineyard, and, as noted above formal
town status was accorded in 1687 to Sherburn (Nantucket).
Indian reservations existed on both these islands.
With the accession of James II to the thrones of England
and Scotland in 1685, new difficulties arose for the islanders.
Between 1686 and 1688, that autocratic monarch placed New
Jersey, New York, and all the New England colonies under a
single governor, Sir Edmond Andros, whose oppressive con-
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duct provoked Massachusetts residents to armed revolt by
1689. In Europe, the Glorious Revolution toppled James II
from his throne in Favor of William III and Mary II. These
disorders were followed, in Massachusetts, by the Salem
Witch Scare of 1691-92. Confronted with these problems, the
new government in London determined upon still another
reorganization of its Atlantic Coast colonies.
Acquisition of Islands by Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1691-92
Under the Massachusetts Bay Charter of 1691-92, there was
established a "Province of Massachusetts Bay in New England"
formed through the unification of the Massachusetts Bay
Colony, the New Plymouth Colony, and the District or Pro-
vince of Maine (which now extended to the St. Croix River).
The County of Duke's County was transferred intact from the
Province of New York to the new Province of Massachusetts
Bay, the island county Governor and General Court being
abolished in the process. Thereafter, the Charter of the Pro-
vince of Massachusetts Bay mandated that each island town,
like those on the mainland, was to be represented in the
General Court at Boston by one or more representatives, as
determined by laws enacted by that legislative body. The
Governor, formerly chosen by election, was replaced by a
royally-appointed Governor, aided by a 28-member Council
named by the General Court with gubernatorial consent.
In 1695, the General Court constituted the island and Town
of Nantucket a separate county, thus removing it from Dukes
County — a reflection of Nantucket's growing importance as
a maritime center with distinctive interests of its own. On
Martha's Vineyard, a third town — Chilmark — was formed
in 1694, the last such municipal incorporation in Dukes
County until the formation, in the Nineteenth Century of
Gosnold (1864), Gay Head (1870), Oak Bluffs (Cottage City,
in 1880), and West Tisbury (1892). As new towns were
formed in Duke's County, its authorized delegation in the
General Court increased.
Insular Town Representation in the General Court, 1692-1779.
Under the Province Charter, the representation of the
island towns in the House of Representatives varied from year
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to year, as revealed in Appendix II of this memorandum.
Legislators were elected for one-year terms.
The aggregate number of Dukes County representatives
chosen ranged one to three annually, depending upon the avail-
ability of candidates and the willingness of their fellow towns-
men to elect them. The towns of the county were totally with-
out representation for a decade during the mid-Eighteenth Cen-
tury (1746-56) , for six continuous years during the American
Revolution when wartime conditions disrupted normal political
processes (1777-82), and for 22 scattered years at other times
between 1693 and 1771. Except during nine of those wartime
years (1774-82), the Town of Nantucket faithfully sent one rep-
resentative to the General Court each year, commencing in 1696.
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CHARIER IV. THE PAST: ISLAND COUNTY
REPRESENTATION ON TOWN BASIS,
1780-1858
Representation in House of Representatives
Constitution of 1780. With the outbreak of the American
Revolution in 1775, followed by the Declaration of Inde-
pendence in 1776, Massachusetts became an independent state.
In 1779, the General Court provided for the election, by the
qualified voters, of a Constitutional Convention to formulate
and submit to the electorate a constitution for that new state.
That convention, composed of delegates elected from the towns
in 1779, completed its work by March of 1780, proposing a
new Constitution of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
which was quickly ratified by the voters at elections held in
the several towns. That Constitution, to which 106 articles of
amendment have been added over the past 196 years, remains
the world's oldest operative written constitution. Of the 106
amendment articles referred to, 17 changed the basis of repre-
sentation in one or both chambers of the General Court?
Representation Under Fluctuating Formula of Original
Constitutional Provisions. From 1780 to 1857, when the Con-
stitution was amended to fix the number of state representa-
tives at 240, the membership of the House of Representatives—
elected annually — varied according to a sliding scale formula,
which was altered from time to time, whereby each city 2 or
town was represented in proportion to its number of "ratable
polls" (1780-1840) or "inhabitants" (1840-57). The original
constitutional provision of 1780 governing the composition of
the House of Representatives declared that—
And in order to provide for a representation of the
1 Senate only, Amend. Art. XXII (1857); House of Representatives only,
Amend. Arts. XII (1836) and XXI (1857); Both Chambers, Amend. Arts.
XIII (1840), LXXI (1930), XCII (1970) and CI (1974); Suffrage, Amend.
Arts. III (1821), XXVIII (1881), XXXI (1890), XXXII (1891), XL (1912),
LXVIII (1924), XCIII (1970), XCIV (1970), XCV (1972), and C (1972).
2 City government was authorized by Amend. Art. II (1821.)
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citizens of this commonwealth, founded upon the prin-
ciple of equality, every corporate town containing one
hundred and fifty ratable polls may elect one repre-
sentative; every corporate town containing three hundred
and seventy-five ratable polls may elect two representa-
tives; every corporate town containing six hundred polls
may elect three representatives; and proceeding in that
manner, making two hundred and twenty-five ratable
polls the mean increasing number for every additional
representative.
Provided, nevertheless, that each town now incorpo-
rated, not having one hundred and fifty ratable polls,
may elect one representative; but no place shall hereafter
be incorporated with the privilege of electing a repre-
sentative, unless there are within the same one hundred
and fifty ratable polls.
And the house of representatives shall have power
from time to time to impose fines upon such towns as
shall neglect to choose and return members to the same,
agreeably to this constitution . . . (Part II, c. I, c. III,
Art. II).
Under this constitutional formula, the membership of the
House of Representatives fluctuated from its lowest post-1780
level of 131 state representatives in 1782, to its highest re-
corded count of 748 state representatives in 1812, as indicated
in Appendix III of this memorandum. Inasmuch as towns con-
stituted the basis for electing state representatives under the
foregoing formula, the creation of new towns tended to in-
crease the size of the House membership, especially during
the years between 1780 and 1820 when Maine was a part of
Massachusetts. Irregular fluctuations in the membership of the
House prior to 1857, when that membership was fixed at a
flat 240, have been attributed by one authority to --
. . . the annual increases and decreases in the number of
ratable polls in the several towns of the Commonwealth,
and the indifference of numerous towns to representa-
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tion, due partly, no doubt, to the fact that the cost of
sending a representative to the General Court, whose
compensation was borne by assessment on the town, was
felt in many instances to be a no inconsiderable finan-
cial burden, the saving of which probably would not be
offset by the fine which the Legislature might impose
under the Constitution for non-representation.
Within the context of the formula prescribed by the pre-
ceding 1780 constitutional provisions, which continued in
effect until 1838, Dukes County towns elected a total of from
one to five state representatives annually, except in 16 years
when no county town chose a representative (1780-82, 1787-88,
1802, 1808, 1814-19, 1822, and 1824-25). During this same
period, the Town of Nantucket elected from one to nine state
representatives annually, except for four years when no such
representative was chosen (1780-82, and 1788).
Constitutional Amendment of 1836. Amendment Article XII,
added to the Constitution in 1836, changed the constitutional
formula for the allocation of state representative seats to
cities and towns, effective with the 1838 state election. That
article, the solid text of which has been paragraphed below
for reading ease, provided, in part, that —
In order to provide for a representation of the citi-
zens of this Commonwealth, founded upon the principals
of equality a census of the ratable polls, in each city,
town and district of the Commonwealth, on the first day
of May, shall be taken and returned into the Secretary's
Office, in such manner as the Legislature shall provide,
within the month of May, in the year of our Lord one
thousand eight hundred and thirty-seven, and in every
tenth year thereafter, in the month of May, in manner
aforesaid, and each town or city having three hundred
ratable polls at the last preceding decennial census of
polls may elect one Representative, and for every four
hundred and fifty ratable polls in addition to the first
three hundred, one Representative more.
Any town having less than three hundred ratable polls
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shall be represented thus: the whole number of ratable
polls, at the last preceding decennial census of polls, shall
be multiplied by ten, and the product divided by three
hundred, and such town may elect one Representative as
many years within ten years as three hundred is con-
tained in the product aforesaid.
Any city or town having ratable polls enough to elect
one or more Representatives, with any number of polls
beyond the necessary number, may be represented as to
that surplus number by multiplying such surplus number
by ten and dividing the product by four hundred and
fifty; and such city or town may elect one additional
Representative as many years within the ten years as
four hundred and fifty is contained in the product afore-
said.
Any two or more of the several towns and districts
may, by consent of a majority of the legal voters present
at a legal meeting in each of said towns and districts
respectively called for that purpose, and held previous to
the first day of July in the year in which the decennial
census of polls shall be taken, form themselves into a
representative district, to continue until the next decen-
nial census of polls, for the election of a Representative
or Representatives, and such district shall have all the
rights, in regard to representation, which would belong
to a town containing the same number of ratable
polls ...
The apportionment formula, which lasted through the 1840
election, resulted in the election of a Dukes County legislative
delegation in the House of Representatives from three to five
members annually, while the Town of Nantucket returned
from five to six state representatives each year.
Constitutional Amendment of 1840. Amendment Article XIII,
ratified in 1840, substituted "inhabitants" in place of "ratable
polls" as the basis for allocating state representative seats
among the cities and towns. It also authorized towns to com-
bine voluntarily in representative districts for the purpose of
increasing the representation of the combined communities in
142	 HOUSE — No. 5900	 [May
the House. Broken into paragraphs to make it more readable,
the relevant portion of Amendment Article XIII specified
that —
A census of the inhabitants of each city and town, on
the first day of May, shall be taken, and returned into
the Secretary's office, on or before the last day of June,
of the year one thousand eight hundred and forty, and
of every tenth year thereafter, which census shall de-
termine the apportionment of Senators and Representa-
tives for the term of ten years ...
The members of the House of Representatives shall be
apportioned in the following manner:
Every town or city containing twelve hundred inhab-
itants, may elect one Representative; and two thousand
four hundred inhabitants shall be the mean increasing
number which shall entitle it to an additional Repre-
sentative. Every town containing less than twelve hun-
dred inhabitants, shall be entitled to elect a Representa-
tive as many times, within ten years, as the number one
hundred and sixty is contained in the number of inhabit-
ants of said town. Such towns may also elect one Repre-
sentative for the year in which the valuation of estates
within the Commonwealth, shall be settled.
Any two or more of the several towns may, by con-
sent of a majority of the legal voters present at a legal
meeting, in each of said towns respectively, called for
that purpose, and held before the first day of August,
in the year one thousand eight hundred and forty, and
every tenth year thereafter, form themselves into a Rep-
resentative District, to continue for the term of ten
years; and such districts shall have all the rights in
regard to representation, which would belong to a town
containing the same number of inhabitants.
The number of inhabitants which shall entitle a town
to elect one Representative, and the mean increasing
number, which shall entitle a town or city to elect more
than one, and also the number by which the population
of towns, not entitled to a Representative every year,
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is to be divided, shall be increased respectively, by one
tenth of the numbers above mentioned, whenever the
population of the Commonwealth shall have increased
to seven hundred and seventy thousand, and for every
additional increase of seventy thousand inhabitants, the
same addition of one tenth shall be made respectively to
the said numbers above mentioned ...
Under the above scheme, effective with the state election
in 1841, Dukes County towns chose a total of from one to
three state representatives annually, except in 1844 when
none were elected. The Town of Nantucket, which failed to
elect any representative in but one year (1847), sent from
two to four members annually to the House of Representa-
tives during the effective life of this constitutional provision.
Senate and Executive Council
Original Constitutional Requirements of 1780. Under the
original provisions of the Constitution of 1780, the methods of
selecting the membership of the Senate and the Executive
Council were integrated so as to give these bodies an aristo-
cratic caste, as contrasted with the "popular" House of Repre-
sentatives.
The Constitution ordained that the Senate was to be "the
first branch of the legislature," composed of 40 propertied men
elected annually as "senators and councillors" on a district
basis, each district to be assigned a number of senators in
proportion to that district's share of all public taxes paid. In-
itially, each county was designated as such a district, except
for Dukes County and Nantucket County which were combined
to form a single senatorial district electing one senator. There-
after, the General Court was to redivide the Commonwealth
into senatorial districts "from time to time," taking care to
create no more than 13 districts, and to establish no district
so large that more than six senators would be required to rep-
resent the same. (Part II, c. I, s. II, Art. I-11).
In subsequent revisions of senatorial districts, the General
Court continued the original constitutional policy of including
the island counties together as a single senatorial district elect-
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ing one senator, except for a decade when Nantucket was a
senatorial district by itself while Dukes County was paired in
a single district with Bristol County (1822-1832).
Originally, the Constitution of 1780 provided that the Ex-
ecutive Council was to consist of nine members elected an-
nually in May by joint ballot of the Senate and the House from
among the senators. If nine senators could not be found who
were agreeable to being so elected, then the Senate and House
were to fill the resulting Executive Council vacancies by a
choice or choices from "among the people at large." The re-
maining senators, who were not so installed as members of
the Executive Council, were then to comprise the Senate.
Thus, if all nine executive councillors were elected from the
Senate, the membership of the latter body would decline to 31
for the year. (Part II, c. II, s. II, Art. II.)
Constitutional Amendments of 181,0 and 1855. Amendment
Article XIII, ratified by the voters in 1840, eliminated the
property qualifications for election to either branch of the
General Court and the Executive Council, and shifted the basis
of apportioning the Senate from public taxes paid, to "in-
habitants" as enumerated in a state census taken decennially
in 1840 and thereafter. The Amendment went on to mandate
that —
. . . The several senatorial districts now existing shall
be permanent, the senate shall consist of forty members:
and in the year one thousand eight hundred and forty,
and every tenth year thereafter, the governor and coun-
cil shall assign the number of senators to be chosen in
each district, according to the number of inhabitants in
the same. But, in all cases, at least one senator shall be
assigned to each district ....
Throughout the effective life of Amendment Article XIII
(1841-57), the insular counties of Nantucket and Dukes County
were constituted a single senatorial district, although their
combined population of 13,372 was 25.56% below the Senate
apportionment norm of 17,964, the Commonwealth then hav-
ing a population of 718,592 inhabitants. In 1840, Nantucket,
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with a population of 9,712 and a fleet of 70 whaling ships, was
still one of the most populous towns of the state, although
New Bedford had eclipsed it as a whaling center.
Amendment Article XIII further abolished the requirement
that executive councillors be elected from among the members
of the Senate. Instead, it ordained that —
. . . Nine councillors shall be chosen annually from
among the people at large, on the First Wednesday of
January, or as soon thereafter as may be, by the joint
ballot of the senators and representatives assembled in
one room, who shall, as soon as may be, in like manner,
fill up any vacancies that may happen in the council by
death, resignation or otherwise .
In 1855, the indirect election of executive councillors by the
General Court was abolished by Amendment Article XVI,
which substituted therefor direct election by the voters of
eight such councillors, each of them to be elected annually
within an executive councillor district composed of five con-
tiguous senatorial districts.
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CHAPTER V. THE PAST: ISLAND COUNTY
REPRESENTATION ON DISTRICT BASIS, 1857-1070
Changes Affecting Both Branches of the Legislature
Legal Voter Criterion of Apportionment, 1857-1967. In
1857, the voters of Massachusetts ratified Amendment Articles
XXI and XXII which, among other matters discussed below,
replaced the "inhabitant" basis of legislative and Executive
Council apportionment with a "legal voter" (registered voter)
standard. The abandonment of the former "inhabitant" cri-
terion was motivated by conflicts between older or "native'
residents of the state, and a growing immigrant population
in the social, economic, and political spheres. These two con-
stitutional amendments specified that a census of the legal
voters of each city and town was to be taken in May of 1857,
and before the end of June in 1865 and every tenth year there-
after. This census was to be the basis for the apportionment
of representatives to counties and the formation of senatorial
and executive councillor districts, by the General Court at its
first session following the reporting of the census by the State
Secretary.
The legal voter basis of apportionment remained in effect
until 1967, when the Supreme Judicial Court held that its
continued use would produce distortions in the formation
of legislative districts repugnant to the "one man, one vote"
doctrine enunciated by the United States Supreme Court.' Ac-
cordingly, the statutes apportioning representative seats to the
14 counties in 1967, 2 and redrawing senatorial and executive
councillor districts in 1970, 3 were based on "inhabitants" as
reported by the 1965 state decennial census. In due course,
that "inhabitant" criterion was incorporated in the Quinn
Amendment (Art. XCII) of 1970 and the House Cut Amend-
ment (Art. CI) of 1974.
I- Opinions of the Justices, 353 Mass. 790 (1967). See: Legislative Research
Council report titled Changing the Size of the House of Representatives
and the Census Basis of Legislative Redistricting, House, No. 7020 of
1973, 403 pp.; at pp. 97-100, 166.
2 Acts of 1967, c. 887.
3 Acts of 1970, c. 498.
1977]	 HOUSE — No. 5900	 147
Biennial Election of Legislators and Executive Councillors
Established in 1918. In 1918, the Massachusetts electorate en-
dorsed Amendment Article LXIV which provided for the elec-
tion of state legislators and executive councillors for biennial
terms in even numbered years, commencing with the state's
first biennial election in 1920. The terms of such officials
commence in January of the odd-numbered year immediately
following. This arrangement, which ended nearly three cen-
turies of annual elections of state officials, has remained in
effect since 1920, with only minor adjustments affecting state
legislators and executive councillors.'
House of Representatives
Constitutional Amendment of 1857. Amendment Article
XXI, ratified in 1857, accomplished several major changes in
respect to the membership and apportionment of the House
of Representatives. Firstly, it fixed the number of state rep-
resentatives at the flat figure of 240, thereby ending past
practices which had allowed sharp fluctuations in the member-
ship of the House annually. Secondly, it substituted the use of
representative districts for towns as the areas from which
state representatives were to be elected. It prohibited the di-
vision of any town, or of any city ward, in the formation
of such districts, but allowed the use of multi-member repre-
sentative districts to avoid such divisions, so long as no such
district was to elect more than three representatives.
Under the provisions of Amendment Article XXI, the Gen-
eral Court, at its first session following the reporting of the
state decennial census of "legal voters," were required to ap-
portion to the several counties of the state, a number of rep-
resentatives "equally, as nearly as may be . . . to their relative
numbers of legal voters." As drawn, this language clearly im-
plied that every county was to be allotted at least one such
representative, however small its legal voter population. For
the purposes of apportioning representatives, the Norfolk
County exclave town of Cohasset was to be treated as though
it were part of Plymouth County. The actual division of coun-
1 This article was revised by Amend. Arts. LXXX (1950) and LXXXII
(1964).
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ties into one, two, or three member representative districts
was to be made not by the General Court, but by county ap-
portioning authorities in each such county, as determined by
the General Court. Such authorities were to be either (a) the
county commissioners in counties other than Suffolk County,
(b) the mayor and aldermen of the City of Boston in Suffolk
County, or (c) a county apportionment commission chosen
by county voters.
Of the two island counties, only Dukes County was suscep-
tible of division into representative districts since it contained
several towns. However, in acting under subsequent statutes
providing for the allocation of the 240 representative seats
among the counties, the county apportioning authorities of
Dukes County preferred, more often than not, to keep their
county together as a single representative district for the choice
of such number of representatives as their county was en-
titled to. Nantucket County, being one town, as indivisible
and hence had to function as a multi-member representative
district as long as it was entitled to more than one state rep-
resentative.
The first act apportioning 240 state representatives among
the several counties was passed in 1857 (c. 308), these legis-
lators taking their seats in 1858. Dukes County was allocated
only one such representative from the outset of the new sys-
tem. Nantucket elected two state representatives from 1859
through 1867, then dropped to one state representative as its
own population declined while the mainland population grew.
Constitutional Amendment of 1930. No substantial change
in the representational status of the two island counties re-
sulted under Amendment Article LXXI which won voter ap-
proval in 1930. That article rewrote Amendment Article XXI
to permit the division of towns of 12,000 or more inhabitants
in the formation of state representative districts; and for such
purposes, it required the state decennial census to enumerate
inhabitants as well as legal voters, the latter remaining the
basis of legislative and Executive Council redistricting. In
addition, the General Court was given the option of leaving
the division of counties into representative districts to the
county commissioners or to an apportionment commission
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chosen as provided by law.
During the remaining effective life of Amendment Article
XXI, as so altered in 1930, the two island counties to elect
but one state representative apiece, a practice also assured by
the Quinn Amendment (Art. XCII) of 1970.
Senate and Executive Council
Constitutional Amendment of 1857. Amendment Article
XXII of 1857, a companion measure to Amendment Article
XXI re the House of Representatives, provided for the aboli-
tion of multi-member senatorial districts, and their replace-
ment by 40 single-member senatorial districts. Each such dis-
trict was to contain, as nearly as may be, an equal number of
legal voters as determined according to a state decennial cen-
sus taken in 1857, and in 1.865 and every tenth year there-
after. These districts were to be drawn by act of the General
Court itself at its first session following the reporting of each
state decennial census.
Amendment Article XXII terminated the former constitu-
tional practices whereunder Dukes County and Nantucket
County were guaranteed their own joint insular senatorial dis-
trict. Thereafter, to the present day, these island counties
have been incorporated into a senatorial district including
mainland communities. The first Senate elected on this basis
was seated in 1858, under the terms of an 1857 statute (c.
309).
Constitutional Amendment of 1930. Amendment Article
XXII was revised by Amendment Article LXXI of 1930, with-
out substantially altering the treatment of the island counties.
The changes were largely editorial in nature, to dovetail with
revisions made in Amendment Article XXI relative to the
state decennial census and the House of Representatives, sum-
marized above.
Impact on Executive Council. The preceding constitutional
amendments of 1857 and 1930 left unchanged the requirements
of Amendment Article XVI of 1855 that districts for the
election of executive councillors be composed in each instance
of five contiguous senatorial districts.
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APPENDIX I
MASSACHUSETTS CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS
GOVERNING THE REPRESENTATION OF THE
ISLAND COUNTIES IN THE GENERAL COURT
AMENDMENT ARTICLE XCII ("QUINN AMENDMENT")
OF 1970
This constitutional amendment was approved by the mem-
bers of the two houses of the General Court, sitting jointly as
a unicameral legislative constitutional convention in 1968 and
1969, and was ratified by the voters of Massachusetts at the
1970 state biennial election. It became effective for the state
primary and general elections held in 1974, for the choice of
legislators seated in 1975. Also the basis of such elections held
in 1976, it will be superseded in 1978 by the House Cut Amend-
ment. It reads as follows: —
Section 1. In the year nineteen hundred and seventy-one
and every tenth year thereafter a census of the inhabitants of
each city and town shall be taken. Said census shall specify
the number of inhabitants residing in each precinct of each
town and in each precinct and ward of each city. Said census
shall be the basis for determining the representative districts
for the ten-year period beginning with the first Wednesday in
the fourth January following the taking of said census; pro-
vided that such districts as established in the year nineteen
hundred and sixty-eight shall continue until the first Wednes-
day in January in the year nineteen hundred and seventy-
five.
The house of representatives shall consist of two hundred
and forty members. The general court shall, at its first reg-
ular session after the year in which said census was taken, di-
vide the commonwealth into two hundred and forty repre-
sentative districts of contiguous territory so that each rep-
resentative will represent an equal number of inhabitants, as
nearly as may be; and such districts shall be formed as nearly
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as may be, without uniting two counties or parts of two or
more counties, two towns or parts of two or more towns, two
cities or parts of two or more cities, or a city and a town, or
parts of cities and towns, into one district; provided, however,
that the county of Dukes county and Nantucket county shall
each be a representative district. Such districts shall also be
so formed that no town containing less than six thousand in-
habitants according to said census shall be divided. The gen-
eral court may by law limit the time within which judicial
proceedings may be instituted calling in question any such
division. Every representative, for one year at least im-
mediately preceding his election, shall have been an inhabi-
tant of the district for which he is chosen, and shall cease to
represent such district when he shall cease to be an inhabitant
of the commonwealth. The manner of calling and conducting
the elections for the choice of representatives, and of ascertain-
ing their election, shall be prescribed by law.
Section 2. Each census of inhabitants required in section
one shall likewise be the basis for determining the senatorial
districts and also be the councillor districts for the ten-year
period beginning with the first Wednesday in the fourth Jan-
uary following the taking of such census; provided that such
districts as established prior to the year nineteen hundred
and seventy-one shall continue until the first Wednesday in
January in the year nineteen hundred and seventy-five. The
Senate shall consist of forty members. The general court shall,
at its first regular session after the year in which said census
is taken, divide the commonwealth into forty districts of con-
tiguous territory, each district to contain, as nearly as may be,
an equal number of inhabitants according to said census; and
such districts shall be formed, as nearly as may be, without
uniting two counties, or parts of two or more counties, into
one district. The general court may by law limit the time
within which judicial proceedings may be instituted calling
in question such division. Each district shall elect one sena-
tor, who shall have been an inhabitant of this commonwealth
five years at least immediately preceding his election, and at
the time of his election shall be an inhabitant of the district
for which he is chosen; and he shall cease to represent such
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senatorial district when he shall cease to be an inhabitant of
the commonwealth.
Section 3. Article XXI and XXII of the Amendments to the
Constitution, as appearing in Article LXXI of said Amend-
ments, are hereby annulled.
AMENDMENT ARTICLE CI ("HOUSE CUT
AMENDMENTS") OF 1974
The House Cut Amendment, approved by the members of
the two houses of the General Court, sitting jointly as a uni-
cameral legislative constitutional convention in 1971 and 1973,
was ratified by the voters of Massachusetts at the 1974 state
biennial elections. It will become effective beginning with
the state primary and general elections held in 1978. It reads
as follows:
(Editorial Note: — As the text of Amendment Article CI has been printed
as Appendix C of the report of the Joint Special Committee, it is
omitted from this portion of the Legislative Research Council report
reprinted here).
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APPENDIX II.
NUMBER OF ISLAND COUNTY REPRESENTATIVES IN
MASSACHUSETTS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
1092-1978
The following tabulation lists representatives actually chosen.
In some years, the county failed to elect any representative
(FE), or elected fewer than it was entitled to. Until 1857, rep-
resentatives were elected from municipalities. Constitu-
tional Amendment Article XXI, ratified in that year, provided
for their election from representative districts formed there-
after within counties in proportion to their numbers of legal
voters. Thus, at least one such representative was assured to
each county. The legal voter criterion of legislative apportion-
ment was superseded by an inhabitant (citizen population)
criterion of apportionment by Acts of 1967, c. 887, and by the
Quinn Amendment (Article XCII) to the Constitution in 1970.
Until 1695, Nantucket was a part of Dukes County, together
with Martha's Vineyard and the Elizabeth Islands.
Dukes County'
Years
No. of
Reps. Years
No. of
Reps. Years
No. of
Reps.
1692 2 1738-39 FE 1785-86 3
1693 FE 1740 1 1787-88 FE
1694-96 1 1741 FE 1789-91 1
1697 2 1742 3 1792 2
1698 1 1743 FE 1793-94 1
1699-1702 FE 1744-45 1 1795 2
1703 1 1746-56 FE 1796 1
1704-06 FE 1757 1 1797 2
1707-13 1 1758 2 1798-99 1
1714 FE 1759 1 1800-01 2
1715 1 1760-61 3 1802 FE
1716 FE 1762-63 FE 1803 2
1717 1 1764 2 1804 1
1718-19 2 1765 1 1805-07 2
1720 1 1766 3 1808 FE
1721 3 1767 2 1809 2
154
Years
No. of
Reps.
HOUSE — No. 5900
Dukes County (Cont.)
No. of
Years	 Reps. Years
[May
No. of
Reps.
1722 2 1768 3 1810 1
1723-25 1 1769 FE 1811 3
1726-27 2 1770 3 1812 2
1728 1 1771 FE 1813 1
1729-31 FE 1772-74 2 1814-19 FE
1732 1 1775-76 3 1820 1
1733 2 1777-82 FE 1821 2
1734 FE 1783 3 1822 FE
1735-37 1 1784 2 1823 1
1824-25 FE 1838-39 3 1848 1
1826 2 1840 5 1849 2
1827 1 1841-43 2 1850-51 3
1828-29 2 1844 FE 1852 2
1830-34 3 1845 3 1853-54 3
1835-36 4 1846 1 1855-57 2
1837 5 1847 2 1858-1978 1
Nantucket County2
Years
No. of
Reps. Years
No. of
Reps. Years
No. of
Reps.
1696-1773 1 1813-20 1 1841-45 4
1774-82 FE 1821 3 1846 2
1783-84 3 1822 1 1847 FE
1785-87 1 1823 2 1848-50 4
1788 FE 1824-28 1 1851 3
1789 2 1829 5 1852 2
1790 1 1830-32 3 1853-54 3
1791 2 1833 7 1855 4
1792-1807 1 1834 8 1856 3
1808 3 1835-36 9 1857 4
1809-10 9 1837 8 1858 1
1811 8 1838 5 1859-67 2
1812 9 1839-40 6 1868-1978 1
Sources:
1 Banks, Charles E., The History of Martha's Vineyard - Dukes County,
Vol. I, Boston, Mass., George H. Dean, 1911, 535 pp; at pp. 509-512.
2Starbuck, Alexander, The History of Nantucket County, Island and Town,
1969 ed. (reprint of 1924 ed.), Tokyo, Japan, Charles E. Tuttle Co. of Rut-
land, Vt., 871 pp.
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APPENDIX III
FLUCTUATIONS IN THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE
MASSACHUSETTS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN
SELECTED YEARS, 1780-1979
Year
No. of
Reps. Year
No. of
Reps. Year
No. of
Reps.
1780 296 1836 619 1851 396
1781 179 1837 635 1852 402
1782 131 1838 480 1853 288
1801 292 1839 522 1854 310
1805 344 1840 521 1855 380
1811 717 1841 397 1856 329
1812 748 1842 336 1857 357
1816 536 1843 352 1858-1978 240
1818 223 1844 321 1979 on 160
1819 402 1845 271
1821 237 1846 264
1832 528 1847 255
1833 574 1848 272
1834 570 1849 263
1835 615 1850 297
Sources:
Newman, Mary B., "The General Court: An Instrument of the People
of Massachusetts", State Government and Public Responsibility 1962 —
The Role of the General Court in Massachusetts, Lincoln Filene Center
for Citizenship and Public Affairs, Tufts University, Medford, Mass.,
1962, 153 pp; at pp. 21-60.
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Bureau of Statistics, The Decennial
Census, 1915, Boston, Mass., Wright & Potter Printing Co., 749 pp; at
pp. 725-744.
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Legislative Research Council, Chang-
ing the Size of the House of Representatives and the Census Basis
of Legislative Redistricting, House, No. 7020 of 1973, 403 pp., Table
9 at p. 216.
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Manual of the General Court, 1973-
76, 875 pp.
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APRIL 21, 1977.
The House redistricting plan, on the whole, is a tribute to the
Committee on Redistricting and, of course, to its Chairman, George
Keverian (D., Everett).
The very difficult assignment of dividing this Commonwealth
into 160 fair and equal districts has been achieved with a minimum
of political influence and a near maximum consideration for com-
munities, equitable representation and fair play. This historic
achievement, for the most part, represents the very best effort and
casts the entire Legislature in the very best light. And yet, in spite
of this fine report, we must dissent.
Our dissent centers around the community of Danvers; one of
only nine towns, of the 312 towns in Massachusetts, that was di-
vided. Four of these nine towns were divided by necessity as they
exceed the allowable population norm. Three of the remaining
towns that were divided had to be divided based on geographical
considerations. Only Danvers and Stoneham were divided when al-
ternate plans were available which could have kept these communi-
ties whole and would have divided no others.
Yet, the Danvers situation stands alone. When all other facts
and considerations are examined, the current plan can only be called
a travesty. Using factors, such as age, social characteristics, edu-
cation, employment, income levels and housing, it is clear that the
town of Danvers and the city of Peabody have very little in com-
mon and to divide Danvers with its uniqueness and place its two
parts in separate sections of Peabody is an injustice.
Peabody, with its population of 45,503 deserves representation
in the Massachusetts House of Representatives. With a median
of 36,184 inhabitants, Peabody ought to have a full seat and its
9,000 excess should be attached to a neighboring community to
create a second district. Coincidentally, next to Peabody is the
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town of Danvers with a population of 25,007 which needs roughly
10,000 more citizens for a full seat. As this committee has done
all across the state in similar situations, we should simply attach its
excess to another community to create a seat.
An example of this strategy can be found immediately south of
Peabody in the city of Lynn. After creating two seats, there
remained an excess of some 9,000 people in three precincts. These
precincts were attached to Saugus, a town whose population
is roughly equivalent to Danvers. That which occurred in Lynn,
and in a number of communities across the state, should also occur
in Danvers.
The minority of this committee has no position as to which
wards and precincts should be attached to Danvers. The town of
Danvers obviously feels Ward 6 of Peabody represents the most
homogeneous plan. It is not our concern here to draft a new dis-
trict; our only intent is to insure that a fair and decent plan be
adopted. No plan which divides Danvers meets this standard of
fairness and decency.
Since the majority of the Committee on Redistricting has failed
to present compelling arguments to the contrary, we feel it in-
herent upon us as members of this committee to offer this minor-
ity report and to support it on the floor of the House of Repre-
sentatives.
JAMES E. SMITH
ROBERT C. BUELL
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